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PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 9 3d CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION 

SENATE-Friday, September 28; 1973 
The Senate met at 8: 45 a.m. and was 

called to order by Hon. JAMES B. ALLEN, 
a Senator from the State of Alabama. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward 
L. R. Elson, D.D., o1fered the following 
prayer: 

Eternal God, the unfailing source of 
light and strength, we praise Thee for 
Thy power and goodness. We open our 
minds to admit Thy truth and our hearts 
to receive Thy love. When the way 1s 
cloudy and the choices unclear, impart a 
wisdom greater than our own. Be with us, 
Lord, each moment. In our weakness 
give strength, in tenseness give seren
ity, 1n discouragement grant hope, and 
in weariness bring rest. Help us to serve 
as stewards of a high trust, not in our 
strength alone but in that strength which 
comes from Thee. Work through us Thy 
will for this Nation imd the world. And 
to Thee shall be all praise and thanks
giving. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
w111 please read a communication to the 
Senate from the President pro tempore 
(Mr. EASTLAND). 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
read the following letter: 

U.S. SEKATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.C., September 28, 197J. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarUy absent from the Senate 
on official duties, I appoint Hon. J'AMES B. 
ALLEN, a Senator from the State of Alabama, 
to perform the duties of the Chair during my 
absence. 

J'A:M:ES 0. EASTLAKD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. ALLEN thereupon took the chair 
as Acting President pro tempore. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the reading of 
the Journal of the proceedings of Thurs
day, September 27, 1973, be dispensed 
with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

CXIX--2012-Part 26 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that all committees 
may be authorized to meet during the 
session of the Senate today. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT• OF SMALL BUSINESS 
ACT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate turn 
to the consideration of Calendar No. 385. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk w111 report the bill by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Calendar No. 385 (S. 2482), a b111 to amend 

the Small Business Act. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection to the request of 
the Senator from Montana? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The bill was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

A UTHORIZATIOK 
SECTIOK 1. Paragraph (4) of section 4(c) 

of the · Small Business Act ill amended-
( 1) by striking out "~4,300,000,000" and 

inserting in lieu thereof "$6,600,000,000"; 
(2) by striking out "$500,000,000" where 

tt appears in clause (B) and. inserting 1n 
lieu thereof "$725,000,000"; 

(3) by striking out "$600,000,000" where 
it appears 1n clause (C) and inserting in 
11eu thereof "$600,000,000"; ancl 

(4) by striking out "$350,000,000" and in
serting in lieu thereof "~475,000,000". 

LOANS TO MEET REGULATORY STANDARDS 
SEc. 2. (a) Section 7(b) (5) of the Small 

Business Act is amended to read. as follows: 
" ( 5) to make such loans (either directly 

or in cooperation with banks or other lend
ing Institutions through agreements to 
participate on an immediate or deferred. 
basis) as the Administration may deter
mine to be necessary or appropriate to 
assist any small business concern in effect
Ing additions to or alterations in tts plant, 
facUlties, or methods of operation to meet 
requirements imposed on such concern pur
suant to any Federal law, any State law 
enacted. in conformity therewith, or any 
regulation or order of a duly authorized. 
Federal, State, regional, or local agency 

issued. in conformity with such Federal law, 
if the Administration determines that such 
concern is likely to sutrer substantial eco
nomic Injury without assistance under thill 
paragraph: Provided, That the maximum 
loan made to any small business concern 
under this paragraph shall not exceed the 
maximum loan which, under rulee or regula
tions prescribed. by the Administration, may 
be made to any business enterprise under 
paragraph ( 1) of this subsection; and.". 

(b) (1) Section 7(b) (6) of the Small Busl
nese Act is repealed. 

(2) Paragraph (7) of such section 7(b) ts 
redesignated. as paragraph (6). 

(c) Section 28(d) of the Occupational 
Safety and. Health Act of 1970 (Public Law 
91-596) is amended by striking out "7(b) 
(6)" and Inserting 1n lieu thereof "7(b) 
(5) ... 

(d.) In no case shall the interest rate 
charged. for loans to meet regulatory stand
ards be lower than loans made 1n connection 
with physical disasters. 

CONFORMING TECHNICAL AMENDMEKTS 
SEc. 3. (a) Subsection (g) of section 7 of 

the Small Business Act, as added by section 
3(b) of the Small Business Investment Act 
Amendments of 1972, J,., redesignated as sub
section (h) . 

(b) Subsection (c) of eectlon 4 of the 
Small Business Act ls amended by striking 
out "7(g)" each place it appears in para
graphs (1) (B), (2), an<1 (4) and. Inserting 
ln lieu thereof "7(h) ". 
AUTHORITY 0:1' SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE WITH 

RESPECT TO KATURAL DISASTERS 
SEc. 4. Notwithstanding the provisions of 

Public Law 93-24, the Secretary of Agricul
ture shall continue to exercise his authority 
with respect to natural disasters which oc
cured after December 26, 1972, but prior to 
April 20, 1973, 1n accordance with the pro
visions of section 5 o! Public Law 92-386 as 
such section was in effect prior to AprU 20, 
1973. 

LIVESTOCK LOANS 
SEc. 6. Section 7(b) (4) of the Small Bust

ness Act is amended by inserting before the 
semicolon at the end. thereof the following: 
": Provided, That loans under thill paragraph 
include loans to persons who are engaged in 
the business of raising livestock (1nclud.tng 
but not limited. to cattle, hogs, and poultry). 
and. who sutrer substantial economic injury 
as a result of animal dteease". 
LOANS FOR ADJUSTMEKT ASSISTAKCZ IJf BASE 

CLOSIKGS 
SEc. 6. Section 7(b) o! the Small Business 

Act is amended by adding after paragraph 
(6) the following new paragraph: 

"(7) to make such loans (either directly or 
in cooperation with b.anks or other lending 
institutions through agreements to partici
pate on an immediate or deferred bas1s) as 
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the Administration may determine to be 
necessary or appropriate to assist any small 
business concern in continuing in business at 
its existing location, in reestablishing its 
business, in purchasing a new business, or 
in establishing a new business if the Ad
ministration determines that such concern 
has suffered or wlll sutfer substantial eco
nomic injury as the result of the closing by 
the Federal Government of a major military 
installation under the jurisdiction of the 
Department of Defense, or as a result of a 
severe reduction in the scope and size of op
erations at a major m111tary installation.". 
ANNUAL REPORT ON STATE OF SMALL BUSINESS 

SEc. 7. The first sentence of subsection (a) 
of section 10 of the Small Business Act and 
the first word of the second sentence of such 
subsection are amended to read as follows: 
"The Administration shall, as soon as practi
cable each calendar year make a comprehen
sive annual report to the President, the Presi
dent of the Senate, and the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives. Such report shall 
include a description of the state of small 
business in the Nation and the several States, 
and a description of the operations of the 
Administration under this chapter, including, 
but not limited to, the general lending, dis
aster relief, Government regulation relief, 
procurement and property disposal, research 
and development, technical assistance, dis
semination of data and information, and 
other functions under the jurisdiction of the 
Administration during the previous calendar 
year. Such report shall contain recommen
dations for strengthening or improving such 
programs, or, when necessary or desirable to 
implement more effectively congressional pol
icies and proposals, for establishing new or 
alternative programs. In addition, such". 

ANTIDISCRIMINATION AMENDMENT 

SEC. B. Section 4(b) of the Small Business 
Act is amended by adding after "The Admin
istrator shall not engage in any other busi
ness, vocation, or employment than that of 
serving as Administrator." the following new 
sentence: "In carrying out the programs ad
ministered by the Small Business Adminis
tration including its lending and guarantee
ing functions, the Administrator shall not 
discriminate on the basis of sex or marital 
status against any person or small business 
concern applying for or receiving assistance 
from the Small Business Administration, and 
the Small Business Administration shall give 
special consideration to veterans of the 
Armed Forces of the United States and their 
survivors or dependents.". 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I move to recon
sider the vote by which S. 2482 was 
passed. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate go 
into executive session to consider the 
nominations on the calendar beginning 
with "New Reports." 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the Senate will 
go into executive session to consider the 
nominations. 

Mr. MANSFmLD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the nominations 
be considered en bloc. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nominations 
are considered and confirmed en bloc. 

U.S. ARMY 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to read sundry nominations in 
the U.S. Army. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the nomina
tions be considered en bloc. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomina
tions are considered and confirmed en 
bloc. 

U.S. NAVY 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to read sundry nominations 
in the Navy. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
make the same request. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomina
tions in the Navy are confirmed. 

NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE 
ARTS 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
read the nomination of Nancy Hanks, of 
New York, to be Chairman of the Na
tional Endowment for the Arts for a 
term of 4 years. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, this 
is an exceptionally fine appointment. 
Nancy Hanks has done an exceptional 
Job as Chairman of the National En
dowment for the Arts. I am glad she is 
being in the Government and has been 
reappointed Chairman. I am certain 
that she will continue to serve well in 
this sensitive capacity. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomination 
is confirmed. 

ROUTINE NOMINATIONS PLACED ON 
THE SECRETARY'S DESK 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nominations 
placed on the Secretary's desk, in the 
Air Force, in the Army, and in the Ma
rine Corps are confirmed en bloc. 

Mr. MANSFmLD. Mr. President, Ire
quest that the President be notified of 
the confirmation of these nominations 
and also of the nominations which were 
confirmed earlier in the week, for which 
no request was made. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, the President 
will be notified of the nominations con
firmed today and also earlier this week. 

U.S. AIR FORCE LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
The second assistant legislative clerk Mr. MANSFmLD. Mr. President, I 

proceeded to read sundry nominations in move that the Senate resume the con-
the U.S. Air Force. sideration of legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of leg
islative business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Does the acting minority leader 
desire recognition? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. No, Mr. President. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. In accordance with the previous 
order, the Chair recognizes the distin
tinguished senior Senator from Maryland 
<Mr. MATHIAS) for not to exceed 15 
minutes. 

WAGE-PRICE PROGRAM 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, we in 

the Congress are well aware of the severe 
economic dislocation which the United 
States is now facing. Its effects are wide
spread and take many forms. In my own 
State of Maryland, which is America in 
miniature. I have seen the breadth and 
range of our current problems. In Mont
gomery County, prices are rising in 
supermarkets at a dizzying rate. In 
Prince Georges County, homeowners' 
mortgages have grown prohibitively ex
pensive--as interest rates have shot sky 
high-when the money is obtainabLe at 
all. Poultry producers from the Eastern 
Shore, caught in a cost-price squeeze, 
have threatened to destroy their chick
ens in an attempt to call attention to 
their need for relief. Housewives in Balti
more County have organized meat boy
cotts in the hope that they can have 
some lasting impact on prices. Independ
ent gasoline dealers, threatened by a loss 
of supply and the ability to do business, 
have publicly petitioned for redress un
der current price controls, and are strik
ing to avoid further losses. Schools are 
already threatened with shortages of 
fuel for heating during the winter. Thes~ 
are but a few of the many problems that 
are being called to my attention on a 
daily basis. 

For a period, during the mid-1960's, 
economists in the United States were re
garded as omniscient. The country was 
in the midst of a boom and Keynesian 
economics had become our new ortho
doxy. The Congress enacted a tax cut at 
the behest of these economists and the 
measure appeared to work just as pre
dicted. I recall well the great debate that 
raged in those years over how best to 
spend the anticipated Federal surplus 
that would be generated by rising in
comes. 

Today the economist is no longer en
joying the heady status of that earlier 
time. Attempts to "fine-tune" the econ
omy are no longer advanced with the 
same confidence. Despite the current 
range of Government controls, our abil
ity to adjust those controls for the bene
fit of all the people and not merely for 
particular interest groups 1s being called 
into question. In part, this is a question 
of polltical "will". We know how difticult 
it would be for the Congress to enact a 
tax surcharge of 10 percent, as hinted 
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by Presidential Counselor Melvin Laird, 
even if such a devastating step appeared 
required by the laws of economics. But, 
in large measure, the problem may well 
be the inability to master the intricacies 
of our economic system which produces 
$1 trillion worth of goods and services 
annually and is inevitably intertwined 
with a world economy which churns out 
many times that amount in goods and 
services. We are increasingly being made 
aware of the extent to which the avail
able control mechanisms are interrelated 
so that each step we take has a profound 
impact on some other sector of the econ
omy. Each intervention has an impact 
elsewhere in the economy and frequently 
calls for further intervention, a fact often 
unforeseen at the time. 

Intervention also may have its impact 
on other values that we as a society re
gard as important. While we cannot go 
back to a time when we believed that 
government had no business in the mar
ketplace-a belief that was always more 
honored in the breach than in the obser
vance-we must constantly remain 
aware of the impact of Government reg
ulation on other values and we must at
tempt to achieve the preservation of as 
much as those values as is possible. 

The impact of economic regulation on 
other values is shown by the economic 
stab111zation program, frequently called 
the wage-price program. This program is 
signi.flcantly different from the methods 
and agencies we have traditionally used 
to regulate our economy in that it regu
lates individual wage and price transac
tions. But it is not without precedent for 
in modern times we have seen wage
price controls imposed to steady a war
time economy. The historical roots of 
such controls reach back to ancient 
times. In the fourth century A.D. the 
Roman Emperor Diocletian established 
ceilings on prices and wages and froze 
workers to their jobs. Kublai Khan in the 
13th century prescribed maximum prices. 
In our country, in 1636, the Puritans 
in the Massachusetts Bay Colony pro
posed a wage and price code which was 
"agreeable to the word of God." Such 
regulations have been enacted periodi
cally throughout history. 

The current wage-price program cuts 
across all current regulatory schemes. 
Unlike the ICC, the FPC, and the FCC, 
the Cost of Living Council which ad
ministers wage-price controls is not 
limited to jurisdiction over a particular 
industry. While the Government has for 
many years attempted indirectly to af
fect the price of certain commodities, the 
farm pro'<ram being the most striking 
example, it has traditionally shied away 
from attempts to impose direct controls 
by regulating the individual wage and 
price transactions themselves. The sheer 
magnitude of the number of such trans
actions is staggering. Such a program 
makes the Government a party to every 
sale and contract in our incredibly com
plicated economy and, to that extent, 
gives it a responsibillty for a whole series 
of related prior and subsequent trans
actions. And certain decisions reached 

under the program impact squarely on 
our own foreign policy and the economy 
of virtually every nation in the world. 

The economic stabilization program is 
one which grants enormous power to 
small groups of men whose decisions can 
make or break any business in America. 
These men can have this impact even by 
their failure to decide. They are subject 
to only the most vague statutory stand
ards--exceptions to their rulings-for in
stance can be granted upon a showing of 
"economic hardship" or "gross inequity." 
They are subject to unclear and uncer
tain statutory standards in the proce
dures they must follow and hence can 
wield their enormous power without ef
fective hearings, without explanations, 
and with only a limited right of appeal. 
This is executive discretion in the ex
treme. 

In the summer of 1971 I was one of a 
group of Senators who advocated the 
adoption of an "incomes policy" to re
strain infiation. After consultation with 
economists in this country and elsewhere, 
I proposed a system of guidelines for the 
American economy. 

The proposal contemplated the em
ployment of Government to infiuence the 
course of wage and price fiuctuation, 
rather than -to mandate control. With
in 2 weeks, however, the initial freeze was 
imposed, to be followed by phase I. 

From the outset, the wage-price pro
gram has been characterized as tempo
rary. As we enter its 3d year, however, 
I believe we must reexamine what is 
meant by temporary. The authority 
which the Congress has given to the 
President and through him to the Cost 
of Living Council to administer the pro
gram is vast and largely unchecked. 
Such authority on a temporary basis un
der emergency circumstances is not with
out precedent. As cochairman of the Spe
cial Committee on the Termination of 
the National Emergency, I have been ex
ploring the effect of granting similar 
power in other circumstances. I can ap
preciate that under emergency circum
stances and on a temporary basis, the 
Congress has been traditionally more 
willing to forgo limitations on Executive 
authority. But, if, as it appears the wage 
price program is to be with us for a pro
longed period of time, I think it is vitally 
important that we now examine the 
manner in which the program is operat
ing with a view toward learning whether 
limitations or guidelines might be proper. 

On October 9 and 10, the Subcommit
tee on Separation of Powers of the Com
mittee on the Judiciary will hold hear
ings on the wage-price program. The 
chairman of that subcommittee will ex
amine the extent to which current legal 
requirements are being complied with by 
the Cost of Living Council. In addition, 
the subcommittee will examine possible 
changes that might appear warranted 
in light of the history of the program 
to date. 

It is not the purpose of these hearings 
to look into questions of economic policy. 
Such questions are under constant con
gressional review and w1ll continue to be 

considered by the relevant Senate com
mittees when the authorization for the 
current program expires and the Con
gress, once again, considers whether to 
grant an extension. Rather, the subcom
mittee will look into questions of the 
administrative procedure employed by 
the agency, personnel now being used 
to administer the program, sanctions 
provided for in the act and otherwise 
in use, the mechanism for enforcement 
and its use, and the availability of 
judicial review. During the first two days 
of hearings, the subcommittee will pay 
particular attention to the exception 
procedure and to the procedures for 
clarifying rulings issued under the 
program. 

In so doing, we are particularly con
cerned with the impact of the program 
on the regulated. Thus, the ability of 
individuals and corporations to both 
know the nature and extent of their 
obligations under the law and to effec
tively state their case is of paramount 
importance to the subcommittee. This 
much seems clear-no program will long 
retain, or deserve, popular support if its 
decisions are not arrived at by a process 
which appears open, fair, consistent, 
thorough, rational, enforceable, and 
necessary. 

In undertaking this investigation, I am 
cognizant of the awesome problems that 
such a program presents to those 
charged with administering it. Whether 
or not an effective wage-price program 
can be administered at the levels of per
sonnel now available is a major question. 
It may also be that we will conclude the 
Council would suffer a breakdown under 
procedures that required full record
keeping and other procedural rights. If 
this is the case, it is an issue I believe 
should be squarely faced. 

These hearings are in keeping with 
a tradition of the Subcomimttee on Sep
aration of Powers which has conducted 
hearings to consider the role of the in
dependent administrative and regulatory 
agencies. Senator ERVIN has articulately 
stated the subcommittee's purpose: 

The independent administration agencies 
now constitute a fourth branch oi the Fed
eral Government--some have described them 
as the "headless" fourth branch. In a rela
tively short time, they have come to have 
responsibility over major areas of public in
terest-transportation, public relations, com
munications, trade regulations, and finance, 
to mention only a few. Further, the admin
istrative agencies are an innovation in the 
tripartite type system, conceived by the 
founding fathers. The fact that they exer
cise a combination of legislative, executive 
and judicial powers, and so represent a ma
jor deviation from the separation of powers 
formula, is another reason for including 
them in our study. 

I am hopeful that these hearings can 
make a meaningful contribution to the 
debate which the Congress will enter 
when the authorization for the wage 
price program again cu:'lles due. I am 
confident that by airing some of the 
prior difficulties with the program and by 
openly examining the current proce
dures, the subcommittee can make a 
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meaningful contribution to the work of 
the program. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

PAY ADJUSTMENTS FOR FEDERAL 
EMPLOYEES 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. At this time, in accordance with 
the previous order, the Chair lays before 
the Senate Senate Resolution 171, which 
the clerk will please report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Calendar No. 383, S. Res. 171, disapproving 

the alternative plan !or pay adjustments for 
Federal employees. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Debate on the resolution is limited 
to 2 hours, to be equally divided between 
the proponents and the opponents of the 
resolution. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I sUggest 
the absence of a quorum with the time to 
be deducted equally from the two sides, 
1f that is agreeable. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the clerk wm 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PROXMIRE). Without objection it is SO 

ordered. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE MORN
ING BUSINESS 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that there be a 
brief period for the transaction of routine 
morning business, with statement 
therein limited to 3 minutes, without the 
time being charged against the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore <Mr. ALLEN) laid before the Senate 
the following letters, which were referred 
as indicated: 
COSTS OF THE FEDERAL AIRPORT AND AmWAT 

SYSTEM 
A letter !rom the Secretary of Transporta

tion transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
entitled "Determination, Allocation, and Re
covery of System Costs" (with an accompany
ing report). Referred to the Committees on 
Commerce and Finance. 

DEFERRAL OP' CONSTRUCTION REPAYMENT 
INSTALLMENTS 

A letter !rom the Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior reporting, pursuant to law, the ap
proval of a deferment of the construction 
repayment installments concerning the 
Casper-Alcova Irrigation District, Kendrick 

Project, Wyo. Referred to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular A1Jairs. 

PROPOSED LEGISLATION BY THE ATTORNEY 
GENERAL 

A letter from the Attorney General trans
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to 
make unlawful the receipt of property taken 
in violation of certain sections of title 18, 
U.S.C. (with accompanying papers). Referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PROPOSED TRANSFER Oi' THE LEXINGTON 
CLINICAL RESEARCH CENTER 

A letter from the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare giving notice, pur
suant to law, of the proposed transfer of the 
bulldings and property known as the Lexing
ton Clinical Research Center, administered 
by the National Institute of Mental Health, 
to the Bureau of Prisons, Department of 
Justice (with accompanying papers). Re
ferred to the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare. 
PROPOSED LEGISLATION BY THE SECRETARY OP 

COMMERCE 
A letter from the Secretary of Commerce 

transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
!or the general reform and modernization of 
the Patent Laws, title 35 of the United States 
Code, and for other purposes (with accom
panying papers). Referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS 
Petitions were laid before the Senate 

and referred as indicated: 
By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore (Mr. ALLEN): 
A joint resolution of the Legislature of 

the State of California. Referred to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations: 

"ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION No. 32 
"Relative to providing assistance to Nicara

guan earthquake victiins 
"Whereas, The capital city of Managua, 

Nioa.ra.gua, was totally destroyed by the 
earthquake which occurred• on December 23, 
1972; and 

"Whereas, The population of Nicaragua is 
comprised of over two mlllion people; and 

"Whereas, A drought in 1972 destroyed 90 
percent of the crops, leaving the country 
financially unstable; and 

"Whereas, Over 300,000 people were left 
homeless and financially destitute because 
tnajor businesses and industries were cen
tralized in Managua; and 

"Whereas, There are large Nicaraguan com
munities spread throughout the United 
States, ln New York, New Jersey, Phlladel
phia, New Orleans, Miami, Chicago, and ma
jor cities in California, particularly San 
Francisco, in which the estimated Nicaraguan 
population is of about 40,000 people, which 
constitutes the largest proportion of Span
ish-speaking; and 

"Whereas, It will take at least a year to 
begin to normalize general conditions of the 
welfare of the Nicaraguan people; and 

"Whereas, Nicaragua has always been a 
friend and firm supporter of the United 
States, as demonstrated by the help given 
to San Francisco in the d.isastrous 1906 
earthquake; now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved. by the Assembly and Senate of 
the State of California, faintly, That the 
Legislature of the State of California, 1n con
sequence of the general feeling towards the 
people of Nicaragua, responds 1n supporting 
continuous assistance to the Nicaraguan 
earthquake victims and requests the follow
ing: 

"(a) That the State of California give 
every possible support to the local united 

efforts of the Nicaraguan earthquake relief 
program and make avallable whatever re
sources it has to aid the Nicaraguan people, 
including medical supplies, medical assist
ance, food, local transportation, manpower, 
centralization of collection of goods, and 
ot her emergency needs. 

"{b) That the United States provide what
ever transportation necessary to move the 
cargo contributed to Nicaragua. 

"(c) That the United States Immigration 
Service initiate a refugee program !or Nica
raguans wishing to come to the United States 
similar to the one adopted !or Cuban refu
gees, and also provide extensions of visas and 
permits !or Nicaraguan tourists and students 
stranded 1n this country. 

"(d) That the President and the Congress 
of the United States, the Governor of the 
State of California, private groups, religious 
groups, and individuals open their hearts in 
a true humanitarian spirit towards the un
fortunate victims of the Nicaraguan disaster; 
and be it further 

"Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the 
United States, to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, to each Senator and Rep
resentative from California in the Congress 
of the United States, and to the Governor of 
the State of California." 

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the 
State of California. Referred to the Commit
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs: 

"ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTIO:K No. 52 
"Relative to the Auburn Dam Project 

"Whereas, The United States Bureau of 
Reclamation is constructing the Auburn 
Dam on the American River in the State of 
California; and 

"Whereas, The Auburn Dam Project, which 
1s proposed to have a reservoir capacity of 
2,300,000 acre-feet, is urgently needed to 
provide fiOOd protection !or the area sur
rounding and including the City of Sacra
mento; and 

"Whereas, The additional water supply 
which wlll be made available by the project 
!or municipal and industrial and agricul
tural purposes wlll greatly benefit the people 
and economy of the State of Call!ornia; and 

"Whereas, The project w111 have installed 
capacity to generate 750 megawatts of non
polluting hydroelectric power, which is most 
urgently needed by the people of California; 
and 

"Whereas, The project also will assist in 
maintaining adequate fiows in the lower 
reaches of the American River; and 

"Whereas, The State of California and the 
Boards of Supervisors of Placer, El Dorado, 
Sacramento, and San Joaquin Counties, as 
well as numerous other local agencies, 
strongly support the construction of the 
Auburn Dam Project at the earliest possible 
time; now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of 
the State of California, jointly, That the 
Legislature of the State of Call!ornia re
spectfully memorializes the President and the 
Congress of the United States to proceed 
with the construction of the Auburn Dam 
Project on the American River in the State 
of California as quickly as possible; and be 
it further 

"Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the 
United States, to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives. and to each Senator and 
Representative from California 1n the Con
gress of the United States." 

A resolution of the Town of Irvington, 
N.J ., urging the enactment of legislation to 
restore the death penalty !or persons con-
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victed of first-degree murder. Refer:ed to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of rommittees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. KENNEDY, from the Committee 

on Labor and Public Welfare, without 
amendment: 

S. 2-!66. A blll to provide !or the continued 
operation of the Public Health Service hos
pitals which are located in Seattle, Wash.; 
Boston, Mass.; San Francisco, Call!.; Gal
veston, Tex.; New Orleans, La.; Baltimore, 
Md.; Staten Island, N.Y.; and Norfolk, Va. 
(Rept. No. 93-410). 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first time 
and, by unanimous consent, the second 
time, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. SYMINGTON: 
S. 2498. A bill to authorize the disposal 

of zinc from the national stockplle and the 
supplemental stockplle. Referred to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

ByMr.FONG: 
S. 2499. A bill to amend the Age Dlscrtmt

nation in Employment Act of 1967 to re
move the 65-year-age limitation. Referred to 
the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

By Mr. HARTKE (for himself and Mr. 
GRAVEL): 

S. 2500. A bill to establish an Office of Con
stituent Assistance, and for other purposes. 
Referred to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration. 

By Mr. GURNEY (for himself and Mr. 
CooK): 

S. 2501. A bill entitled the Motor Vehicle 
Disposal Act of 1973. Referred to the Com
mittee on Public Works. 

By Mr. PROXMffiE (for himself, Mr. 
McGEE, Mr. MciNTYRE, Mr. GRAVEL, 
Mr. THURMOND, Mr. CLARK, Mr. WIL
LIAMS, Mr. PERCY, Mr. HELMS, Mr. 
RANDOLPH, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. HUGHES, 
Mr. BmLE, Mr. NELSON, Mr. DoM
ENICI. Mr. HUDDLESTON, Mr. ROTJI, 
Mr. PELL, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. HuM
PHREY, Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR., and 
Mr. McGOVERN) : 

S.J. Res. 159. A joint resolution to provide 
for the designation of the first Sunday in 
.July of each year as "Walk a Mile for Your 
Health Day". Referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. HARTKE <for himself and 
Mr. GRAVEL) : 

S. 2500. A bill to establish an Office of 
Constituent Assistance, and for other 
purposes. Referred to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. 

OFFICE OF CONSTITUENT ASSISTANCE ACT 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, today, I 
introduce legislation to provide for re
form of congressional procedures. 

Mr. President, during the past 50 years, 
we have witnessed the growth of an 
ever-more-complex society. Problems of 
housing, employment, education, and 
health which hardly were imagined a 
half-century ago now beset us. 

Today, there are few aspects of our 

dally lives that are not touched upon by 
the Government. One need only look 
about in this, the Nation's Capital, to see 
the vastness of our Government. Behind 
the walls of glass and stone sit people 
whose actions and decisions affect the 
lives of others who may be hundreds or 
thousands of mlles away. 

Inevitably, careless or senseless exer
cises of public authority occur. The bu
reaucratic process is prone to imper
sonality and redtape. Caught up in 
confusing regulations, procedures, and 
policies, the individual citizen is often 
helpless. Nearly 200 years ago our fore
fathers entered into a Declaration of 
Independence for the people claiming: 

In every stage of those oppressions we have 
petitioned for redress in the most humble 
terms: our repeated petitions have been an
swered only by repeated injury. 

We, the elected representatives of the 
people, must establish a peaceful, ef
ficient, productive, direct method for the 
people to petition their complex govern
ment for redress of their grievances. 

The people who come to us in Congress 
in search of help, request an answer to 
a problem or a redress of a grievance. In 
short, they make use of us as their adYo
cates. No function could be more appro
priate, for we are here in Washington to 
represent their interests and look to their 
welfare. 

So great have the needs of our con
stituents become that Members of Con
gress and their staffs spend from 
one-third to one-half of their time on 
what has come to be called "casework." 
Although constituents write to us about 
a multitude of problems, many letters 
concern a right or a benefit which has 
been denied or an administrative action 
which was undertaken arbitrarily. 

In the face of an ever-increasing 
amount of casework, our staffs are find
ing it difficult to keep up with the mail. 
We must protect against the possibility 
that constituent requests for assistance 
receive only perfunctory treatment. The 
most diligent and efficient staff has a 
limit to the amount of casework which it 
can handle in depth. 

Mr. President, because I join my col
leagues in placing a high priority on 
casework, and because I am alarmed at 
the prospects for its rapid growth in the 
future, I am today proposing legislation 
which would create an Office of Con
stituent Assistance as part of the legisla
tive branch. This office will assist 
Members of Congress in handling some of 
their casework, and thus free their staffs 
to spend more time on legislation. 

I believe that the ties between a Mem
ber of Congress and a constituent are 
vital to the democratic process. Nothing 
in my proposal would weaken those ties 
or intrude upon that important relation
ship. In fact, the office I propose would 
actually strengthen our relationship 
with constituents by making it possible 
for us to serve them better. 

The Office of Constituent Assistance 
would investigate those cases which have 
been referred to it by a Member of Con
gress or by a congressional committee. 
The Director of the Office is empowered 
to investi-gate those cases involving ad-

ministrative actions which might be: 
First, contrary to law or regulation; 
second, arbitrary or unfair; third, mis
taken in law; fourth, improper in moti
vation or based on irrelevant considera
tions; fifth, unclear or inadequately ex
plained when reasons should have been 
revealed; sixth, inefficiently performed; 
or seventh, otherwise objectionable. 

Certain matters and governmental 
agencies are exempted from the investi
gative powers of the OCA. Any adminis
trative action which relates to a person
nel decision affecting a member of the 
Armed Forces or an officer or employee 
of the Government of the United States, 
or any administrative action based upon 
a complaint which the Director of the 
OCA determines to be trivial or frivolous 
is exempted from investigation by the 
Director. Similarly, the Director's inves
tigative powers do not extend to matters 
concerning the President, the Congress, 
the courts of the United States, or court
martial and military commissions. I raise 
these points because I wish to assure my 
colleagues that this legislation would 
not establish an all-powerful office of in
vestigation. I merely propose to create a 
congressional office to help us in provid
ing our constituents with assistance. 

The omce would also assist us in estab
lishing a priority analysis of issues which 
are of the greatest concern to the peo
ple. Each Member and each committee 
would send a weekly report to the office 
indicating the number of letters received 
on each issue. The Office would make a 
monthly report to each Congressperson 
of the inquiries and an analysis thereof. 

The Director of the OCA would be an 
officer of Congress, appointed by the 
President pro tempore of the Senate and 
the Speaker of the House, upon the ad
vice and consent of both Houses, for a 
term of 4 years. His findings and recom
mendations would be reported directly 
to the Member of Congress by whom the 
case was referred. 

The paramount virtue of the omce of 
Constituent Assistance is that it would 
provide each of us with a central staff of 
caseworkers to assist our personal staffs. 
As is the case with the Office of Legisla
tive Counsel and the Congressional Re
search Service, the OCA would make 
available a deep reservoir of expert tal
ent to assist us in our work. 

There is a second important advan
tage to be gained from establishing this 
office. At the present time, 535 different 
offices handle casework, but many of 
the problems handled by one office are 
mirror images of the problems handled 
by others. One centralized omce will 
make it possible to determine if there are 
any patterns and common elements to 
constituent problems and thus facilitate 
legislative efforts to correct the condi
tions which cause these pro}>lems. 

The establishment of such an omce 
does not mean that we are less inter
ested in the needs of our constituents, 
nor will it mean that we are in any man
ner removed from our responsibll1ties as 
advocates for our constituents. The 
OCA will enable us to perform these 
functions more emciently and more ef
fectively than in the past. 

In summary, I believe that the Office 
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of Constituent Assistance would have 
these major advantages: 

First, it would assist us in handling 
the ever-increasing volume of casework. 

second, it would enable us to give more 
detailed and expert attention to the 
problems of our constituents. 

Third, it would enable our staffs to 
devote more time to legislation. 

Fourth it would enable each of us to 
handle the problems of our constituents 
with more efficiency. 

Fifth it would assist the Congress in 
correct~g those administrative deficien
cies which give rise to constituent com
plaints. 

Mr. President, I have attempted to 
draft my proposal so that the delicate 
web of checks and balances and the lay
ers of mutual respect and trust which 
exist among the various branches of 
Government are not injured. I am con
vinced that the caseworkers on our staffs 
are dedicated and highly competent pro
fessionals whose devotion to their work 
ts proved every day of the year. In the 
final analysis, however, the amount of 
casework and our desire to do our best to 
meet the needs of constituents require us 
to seek help. That is why I am proposing 
that the Office of Constituent Assistance 
be established. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of my b111 appear in 
the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2500 
Be tt enacted b1/ the Senate and Houtte of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congretttt assembled, That this Act 
may be cited a.s the "Oftice of Constituent 
Assistance Act". 

DECLARATION OF PURPOSES 

SEC. 2. The Congress finds and declares that 
there is a. need for a. more explicit and rea
sonable method of handling constituent in
qulrtes to the various Members; a.nd that the 
bureaucratic process in the Federal Govern
ment is such that the citizenry is unable to 
ascertain the appropriate remedy to pursue 
in cases of grievances; that the va.rtous is
sues which concern the citizenry are so nu
merous that a.n analysis of these issues w111 
lead to a.n informed representation; and that 
the staffs of the various Members are unable 
to expertly assist their constituents. In or
der to meet the needs of the constituents 
of the Congress persons and to establish a. 
framework of national issue analysts within 
which the decisions of the Members can be 
made in a. consistent and considered man
ner, and to stimulate a.n informed awareness 
of the national priorities, it 1S hereby de
clared to be the intent of Congress to estab-
11Sh a.n omce within the Congress which wm 
carry out the purposes herein set forth. 

ESTABLISHMENT 

SEC. 3. (a.) There is established in the leg
Islative branch of the Government the Oftice 
of Constituent Assistance (herein after re
ferred to a.s the "Otnce"). 

(b) There shall be in the Of!ice a Director 
of Constituent Assistance (hereinafter re
ferred to as the "Director") and an Assistant 
Director of Constituent Assistance (here
tnaf.ter referred to as the "Assistant Direc
tor"), each of whom shall be appointed by 
the President pro tempore o! the Senate 
and the Speaker o! the House ot Representa
tives and confirmed by a majority vote o! 
each House. 

(c) The omce shall be under the control 
and supervision of the Director, and shall 

have a seal adopted by him. The Assistant 
Director shall perform such duties as may be 
assigned to him by the Director, and during 
the absence or incapacity of the Director, or 
during a vacancy in that omce, shall act as 
the Director. 

(d) No person may serve as Director or 
Assistant Director whlle a. candidate for or 
holder of any elected omce, whether local, 
State or Federal, or whlle engaged in any 
other business, vocation, or employment. 

(e) The annual compensation of the Di
rector shall be at the rate provided for level 
HI of the executive schedule in title 5 of the 
United States Code. The annual compensa
tion of the Assistant Director shall be at the 
rate provided for level IV of such executive 
schedule. 

(f) The tertns of of!ice of the Director and 
the Assistant Director first appointed shall 
expire on January 31, 1977. The tertns of 
omce of Directors and Assistant Directors 
subsequently appointed shall expire on Janu
ary 31 every four years thereafter. Except in 
the case of his removal under the provisions 
of subsection (g), a Director or Assistant 
Director may serve untll his successor 1s 
appointed. 

(g) The Director or Assistant Director may 
be removed at any time by a. joint resolution 
of the Senate and House of Representatives, 
when, in the judgment of the Congress, 
eitper has become permanently incapaci
tated, or has been gullty of a.ny felony, mis
conduct, or any other conduct involving 
moral turpitude. 

(h) The professional staff members, in
cluding the Director and Assistant Direc
tor, shall be persons selected without re
gard to political affiliations who, as a result 
of training, experience, and attainments, are 
exceptionally quaUfied to execute the pur
poses of the omce. 

DUTIES OF THE DmECTOR AND ASSISTANT 
DIRECTOR 

SEc. 4. (a) Upon the request of any Mem
ber of either House of Congress, or the re
quest of a.ny standing committee, special 
committee, or select committee of the House 
of Representatives or of the Senate, or any 
joint committee of the Congress, the Direc
tor 1s authorized-

(1) to conduct or cause to be conducted, 
in such manner as he determines to be ap
propriate, an appropriate investigation of 
a.ny administrative action not exempted un
der section 6, which might be -

(A) contrary to law or regulation; 
(B) unreasonable, unfair, oppressive, or 

inconsistent with the general course of an 
administrative agency's functioning; 

(C) mistaken in law or arbitrary in as
certainments of facts; 

(D) improper in motivation or based on 
irrelevant considerations; 

(E) unclear or inadequately explained 
when reasons should have been revealed; 

(F) inetnciently performed; or 
(G) otherwise objectionable; 
(2) prepare a complete report on the re

sults of the investigation, and furnish a 
copy of the report to the requesting Mem
ber or committee and furnish a copy of the 
report to the head of the agency concerned 
with a request for a reply, and whenever 
he determines not to investigate, inform the 
requesting Member or committee of his de
termination, with his reasons therefore; and 

(3) prepare such interim reports to the 
Congress as he deetns appropriate. 

(b) The Director shall cause to be issued 
a questionnaire each week to each Member 
and committee which shall request informa
tion pertaining to a list of issues which each 
recipient shall promptly return to the Direc
tor 1nd1ca.t1ng the number o! constituent 
inquiries on each issue. The questionnaire 
sha.ll-

(1) be without regard to political afti.Ua
tion; 

(2) contain available space for the addi
tion of issues; 

(3) contain space for comments peculiar 
to regional analysis; and 

(4) reflect patterns peculiar to a single 
issue. 

FUNCTIONS 

SEc. 5. (a) The omce shall make such 
studies as it deetns necessary to carry out 
the purposes of section 2. Primary empha
sis shall be given to supplying such analysis 
as will be most useful to the Congress in 
voting on the measures which come before 
it, and on providing the framework and over
view of priority considerations within which 
a meaningful consideration of individual 
measures can be undertaken. 

(b) The omce shall submit to the Con
gress on the first Monday of each month, un
less a legal holiday 1n which case the first 
working day thereafter, and annually on 
March 1 of each year, a report on constituent 
inquiries and copies of such reports shall be 
furnished to each committee and each Mem
ber of the Senate and the House of Repre
sentatives. The reports shall contain-

( 1) an index of the issues and the total 
number of inquiries per each issue as fur
nished by the office of each Member and Com
mittee; 

(2) issues under investigatlon by the Of
fice, and the agency involved; and 

(3) recommendations concerning priori
tles among Federal programs and courses of 
action, including the identification of those 
programs and courses of action which should 
be given greatest priority and those which 
could more properly be deferred as reflected 
by the constituent inquiries. 

EXEMPTED MATTERS 

SEc. 6. No complaint shall be subject to in
vestigation by the Director under the provi
sions of this Act 1f such complaint involves-

(A) any administrative action concerning 
the appointment, removal, discipline, bene
fits, or other personnel matters with respect 
to-

(1) any member of the Armed Forces of 
the United States; 

(2) any officer or employee of the Govern
ment of the United States; 

(B) any administrative action, which oc
curred more than one year prior to the date 
on which the person complaining of such 
action had actual notice thereof, except 1n 
unusual circutnsta.nces, the Director may in
vestigate a complaint of an adm1n1strat1ve 
action that would otherwise be exempt un
der this paragraph; 

(C) any administrative action based upon 
a complaint which the Director determines, 
at his discretion, to be trivial, frivolous, vex
atious, or not made In good faith. 

DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 7. As used in this Act, the term
(A) "administrative action" includes ac

tion, omission, decision, recommendation. 
practice or procedure; 

(B) "agency" means each authority of the 
Government of the United States, whether 
or not it 1s within or subject to review by 
another agency, and any officer, or tnember 
thereof acting or purporting to act in the 
exercise of his otncial duties, but does not 
tnclude-

(1) the President; 
(2) the Congress; 
(3) the courts of ~he United States; 
(4) the governments of the territories or 

possessions of the United States; 
(5) the government of the District of 

Columbia; 
(6) agencies composed of representatives 

of the parties or of representatives of orga
nizations o! the parties to the disputes 
determined by them; 

(7) courts martial and military commis
sions; or 

(8) mUitary authority exercised 1n the 
field in time of war or national emergency. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

SEc. 8. (a) In order to carry out the pro
visions of this Act, the Director is authorized 
to-

( 1) employ, and fix the compensation of 
such attorneys, clerks, and other personnel 
as may be necessary to carry on the work of 
the Office, and such personnel shall be em
ployed without reference to political affilia
tions and solely on the basis of fitness to 
perform the duties of the office; 

(2) to make, promulgate, issue, rescind, 
and amend such rules and regulations as may 
be necessary to carry out the duties of the 
Office under this Act; 

(3) delegate authority !or the performance 
o! any such duty to any officer or employee 
o! such Office; 

{4) request such information, data, and 
reports !rom any agency as the Director may 
!rom time to time require and as may be 
produced consistent with other law; 

( 5) hold private discussions or meetings 
with either the person complaining o! an 
administrative action under investigation or 
officers or employees of the agency concerned, 
or both; 

{6) prepare and submit annually to the 
President, to the Speaker o! the House of 
Representatives and to the President pro 
tempore o! the Senate a report on the activi
ties o! the Office during the previous year; 

(7) obtain the services o! experts and con
sultants in accordance with the provisions of 
section 3109 o! title 5, United States Code; 
and · 

{8) use the United States malls in the 
same manner and upon the same conditions 
as other departments and agencies o! the 
United States. 

(b) Upon request made by the Director 
each agency is authorized to make its in
formation, data, and reports (including sug
gestions, estimates, and statistics) avallable 
to the greatest practical extent consistent 
with other laws to the Director ln the per
formance o! his !unctions. 

(c) Section !H07 o! title 5, United States 
Code, 1s amended by-

( 1) striking out the "and" at the end of 
paragraph (7) ; 

(2) striking the period at the end o! para
graph (8) and inserting in lieu thereof a 
semicolon and the word "and"; and 

(3) adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new paragraph: 

"(9) the Director, Assistant Director, and 
employees o! the Office o! Constituent Aa
sistance.". 

EJTECT OF OTHER LAWS 

SEc. 9. The provisions o! this Act shall be 
in addition to the provisions o! any other 
law or regulation under which any remedy 
or right o! appeal is provided for any person, 
or any procedure is provided for the inquiry 
into or investigation of any matter, and 
nothing in this Act shall limit or affect any 
such remedy, right of appeal, or procedure. 
The powers conferred on the Director by this 
Act may be exercised by him notwithstand
ing any other provision of law to the effect 
that any administrative action or omission 
shall be final or that no appeal shall lie in 
respect thereof. 

AUTHORIZATION OJ' APPROPRIATION 

SEc. 10. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the Office of Constituent As
sistance such sums as may be required for 
the performance of the duties of the Office 
under this Act. Amounts so appropriated 
shall be disbursed by the Secretary of the 
Senate on vouchers approved by the Office of 
Constituent Assistance. 

By Mr. GURNEY (for himself and 
Mr. COOK): 

S. 2501. A bill entitled the Motor 
Vehicle Disposal Act of 1973. Referred to 
the Committee on Public Works. 

CXIX--2013-Part 25 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, today I. 
along with the distinguished Senator ' 
from Kentucky <Mr. CooK) introduce a 
b111 entitled the "Motor Vehicle Disposal 
Assistance Act of 1973." This bill would 
afford a practical means of disposing of 
junked and abandoned motor vehicles 
by providing Federal financial assistance 
to States to carry out programs approved 
by the Administrator of the Environ
mental Protection Agency. 

Mr. President, I introduced this meas
ure in the last Congress as I felt then, 
and st111 do, that one of the larger eco
logical problems facing America today, 
is the cluttering of streets and littering 
of the landscape by abandoned and 
junked vehicles. 

Too often we simply use an item until 
we decide it is no longer of value and 
then we discard it in whatever manner 
is most convenient. The junked motor 
vehicle is the most obvious and notice
able example of our solid waste disposal 
problem. 

Mr. President, this problem area in
volves not just autos, but also the grow
ing and unsightly accumulation of junk
ed buses and trucks encircling our cities, 
and dotting fields and vacant lots in the 
countryside. 

This year, our motor vehicle manufac
turing industry passed a significant mile
stone with the 300 millionth car coming 
off the assembly line. But, as the size of 
our automobile population grows, the 
number of vehicles being abandoned also 
grows and the Nation that relies on and 
enjoys the automobile is about to be over
whelmed by a proliferation of rusting 
hulks. It is indeed sad that the adage "old 
chassies never die, they just trade away" 
cannot be applied to junked vehicles, and 
lt is time we realized that. 

Mr. President, a look at the statistics 
indicates that the dimensions of the 
problem are becoming truly staggering. 
As of 1972, there were 96.9 million cars 
and 23.7 million trucks and busses regis
tered in the United States. The Depart
ment of Transportation's Federal High
way Administration predicts that be
tween 1971 and 1990 there will be a total 
of 162.7 million motor vehicles register
ed-a 51 percent increase over the 1972 
total. The number of motor vehicles 
processed for scrap each year is about 8 
m1llion, of which 90 percent or 7 million 
are recycled. Therefore, we can safely say 
that at least 1 mlllion motor vehicles 
each year and perhaps even more, are 
added to the visible junkpiles around the 
country. Although nobody knows exact
ly how many rusty hulks are strewn 
across the American countryside, the 
current estimates run between 15 and 20 
m1llion. This represents more than $1 bil
lion of reusable metals. 

Mr. President, although discarded mo
tor vehicle hulks constitute a small frac
tion of the solid waste disposal problem 
in terms of tonnage, they are, however, 
higher in metal recycle value than most 
waste materials. The use of 1 ton of 
scrap eliminates the need for 1% tons of 
iron ore, 1 ton of coke, and a half ton of 
limestone. Surely, 1n a time when our 
Nation must tighten up on her use of 

natural resources, this vast resource OI 
ugly eyesores could go a long way in con
serving what resources we have left. 

Presently, American mills and found
ries use from 60 million to 80 million 
tons of scrap annually. Without it, the 
iron and steel industry would rely en
tirely on dwindling supplies of American 
iron ore, coke, limestone, or imported ore 
from foreign mines. 

Mr. President, we must rid our Nation 
of the use and discard syndrome, for old 
motor vehicle hulks also represent a 
source of other valuable materials whic'h 
can be conserved, if a sound program 
such as I am proposing is put into ef
fect. Presently 60 percent of all the rub
ber, 20 percent of all the steel, 10 per
cent of all the aluminum, over 7 per
cent of the copper, 13 percent of all the 
nickel, 35 percent of all the zinc, and 
over 50 percent of all the lead consumed 
in the United States goes for automotive 
use. Quite obviously, junk motor vehicles 
are truly a valuable resource out of place. 

We must act now to take the neces
sary steps to recycle the ever-growing 
number of wornout hulks so that we can 
change our national eyesores into na
tional assets. With this aim in mind, I 
urge my fellow colleagues to join with 
me in sponsoring the "Motor Vehicle Dis
posal Assistance Act" to provide aid to 
the States to be used for retrieving 
junked motor vehicles and processing 
them for scrap. 

Mr. President, I would like to briefiy 
outline what my bill would do: 

This bill would offer Federal financial 
aid to the States and extracontinental 
territories administered by the United 
States to execute programs to remove 
junk motor vehicles from public thor
oughfares, junkyards, and remote rural 
areas. Funds would be allotted to each 
State in an amount which bears the same 
ratio as the number of motor vehicles 
registered in such State bears to the 
number of such vehicles in all the States. 
The portion of any State's allotment for 
a fiscal year which will not be required 
will be reallotted no later than the lOth 
month of that fiscal year to other States 
in proportion to their original allotment. 

Under this plan Federal regulations 
are to be established to spell out require
ments for State participation. Such 
guidelines would include requirements to . 
provide for the administration by a pub
lic agency in the State of a junked mo
tor vehicle disposal plan to provide for 
the efficient removal to scrap processing 
facilities of junked motor vehicles. States 
would also provide an efficient means of 
transferring title of junked motor ve
hicles-or other evidence of ownership 
of such vehicles in States not requiring 
title certification-to publio agencies or 
private business concerns charged with 
the responsibilty of processing such 
motor vehicles. 

The criteria established under the sec
tion on State plans will also include. 
after thorough study and evaluation by 
the Secretary, pertinent information 
available from authoritative sources-as 
DOT, HEW. Interior, Commerce, Presi
dent's Council on Environmental Qual-
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tty, the Institute of Scrap Iron and 
Steel-a description of the most efficient 
means of transport-ing junked motor ve
hicles as well as the average cost of such 
scrap transportation. 

Payments under this act will be made 
from a State's allotment to any State 
agency which administers a plan ap
proved by the Administrator of the En
vironmental Protection Agency. Pay
ments from a State's allotment with re
spect to the cost of carrying out its State 
plan will equal 50 percent of the costs 
for any fiscal year. In other words, hal! 
will be Federal; the other half wUl be 
State. The Federal share for the total 
cost of carrying out this plan will be $25 
million per year, for fiscal year 1974 
through 1977. 

Under this bill, and with Federal as
sistance, States will be able to shrink, or 
at least begin to shrink, the huge ac
cumulation of junk hulks to nothing 
within a few years. The ultimate goal 
would be a smooth flow of old motor ve
hicles back into the steelmaking facili
ties without the intermediate stops on 
city streets. junkyard stockpiles, or in 
woods off country roads. Unless this re
cycling occurs, we will soon find ourselves 
in a national crisis-buried in the efflu
ents of our own affluence. 

Mr. President, I feel this plan will 
assist the States in a twofold fashion. 
First, it will aid the States, which in most 
cases lack the financial resources to 
carry on a meaningful program on their 
own initiative. Second, this financial as
sistance should provide the needed in
centive to pass State legislation dealing 
with junked motor vehicles. 

Mr. President, I realize my bill is not 
the be-ali and end-all and I do not offer 
it as the final word or the final solution
but, I think it is a good working start and 
I feel that the hearings held on this bill 
in the 91st Congress pointed to this fact. 
I continue to be amenable to sugges
tions, modifications, or improvements to 
my approach and I hope that the mem
bers of the Public Works Committee will 
view it in this light. 

I have offered my bill at this time be
cause I think it is a balanced, flexible, 
fundable, and easy to administer pro
gram which fills a very real and pressing 
need. It is my sincere hope that some 
significant legislation will come out of 
this Congress to deal with this mounting 
problem of junked and abandoned motor 
vehicles. 

I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
I now introduce be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, as 
follows: 

s. 2501 
Be it enacted. b1/ the Senate and Hcruse of 

Representatives of the United. State~ ol 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Motor Vehicle Dis
posal Assistance Act" 

APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED 

SEc. 2. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated, not to exceed t25,000,000 for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, $25,000,
ooo !or the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, 
$25,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1976, $25,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1977. 

GRANTS TO STATES 

SEc. 3. The Administrator is authorized to 
make grants to States which have State plans 
approved by him, to pay the Federal share 
of the cost of carrying out motor vehicle 
<llsposal plans. 

ALLOTMENTS TO STATES 

SEc. 4. (a) From the sums available for 
the purposes of section 3 for any fiscal year, 
the Administrator shall allot not more than 
2 per centum among the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, the 
Virgin Islands, and the Canal Zone. From 
the remainder of such sums he shall allot 
to each State an amount which bears the 
same ratio to such remainder as the number 
of motor vehicles registered in such State 
bears to the number of such vehicles in all 
States. For the purposes of this subsection, 
the term "State" does not include Puerto 
Rico, Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin 
Islands, and the Canal Zone. 

(b) The portion of any State's allotment 
under subsection (a) for a fiscal year which 
the Administrator determines will not be 
required to carry out the State plan for 
that fiscal year, shall be reallotted not later 
than the tenth month in such fiscal year, 
to other States in proportion to the original 
allotments to such States under subsection 
(a) for such year, but with such proportion
ate amount for any of such other States 
being reduced to the extent it exceeds the 
sum which the Administrator estimates such 
State needs and will be able to use for such 
period for carrying out its State plans 
approved under this Act, and the total of 
such reductions shall be similarly reallotted 
among the States whose proportionate 
amounts are not so reduced. Any amount 
reallotted to a State under this subsection 
during a year shall be deemed part of its 
allotment under subsection (a) for such 
year. 

(c) The number of motor vehicles 
registered in a State and in all States shall 
be determined by the Administrator on the 
basis of the most recent satisfactory data 
available to him. 

STATE PLANS 

SEc. 5(a) Any State desiring to receive its 
allotment of Federal funds under this Act 
shall submit a State plan consistent with 
euch basic criteria as the Administrator may 
establish. Such plan shall-

(1) provide for the administration by a 
public agency in the State of a junked motor 
vehicle disposal plan designed to provide 
for the efficient removal to scrap processing 
fac111ties of junked motor vehicles; 

(2) provide assurances that a State law 
substantially in accordance with require
ments established by the Administrator, after 
consultation with the Attorney General, has 
been enacted or wlll promptly be enacted 
by such State designed to provide an efficient 
means of transferring title of junked motor 
vehicles (or other evidence of ownership of 
such vehicles in States not requiring title 
certification) to public agencies or private 
business concerns charged with the respon
sibility of transporting such motor vehicles 
to scrap processing fac111ties; 

(3) provide assurances that the State 
agency will pay from non-Federal sources the 
remaining costs of such program; 

( 4) set; forth such fiscal control and fund 
accounting procedures as InBY be necessary 
to assure proper disposal of and accounting 
of Federal funds pa.id to the State agency 
(including such funds paid by the State 
agency to any agency of a political subd1-
v1&1on of such St&te) under th1s Act; and 

(5) provide for making such reasonable re
ports in such form and containing such in
forinBtion as the Secretary may reasona.bly 
require to carry out his functions under this 
Act and for keeping such recorde and for 

affording such access thereto as the Admin
istrator may find necessary to assure the cor
rectness and verification of such reports. 

(b) The Administrator shall a.pprove any 
State plan and any modlfica.tlon thereof 
which complies with the provisions of sub
section (a) . 

(c) Criteria established under this section 
shall include, after consideration by the 
Administrator of the latest and best informa
tion available, a description of the most ef
ficient means of transporting junked motor 
vehicles, the average cost of suoh scrap trans
porting the requirements set forth in para
graph (2) of subsection (a), and other in
formation as the Administrator deems rele
vant and necessary. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

SEc. 6. (a) In order to carry out the objec
tives of this Act, the Administrator is au
thorized to--

(1) promulgate such rules and regulations 
as may be necessary; 

(2) appoint such advisory committees as 
he may deem advisable; 

( 3) procure the services of experts and 
coMultants in accordance with section 3109 
of tLtle 5, United States Code; and 

( 4) use the services, personnel, fac111ties, 
and information of any other Federal depart
meillt or agency, or any agency of any State, 
or political subdivision thereof, or any private 
research agency with the consent of such 
agencies, with or without reimbursement 
therefor. · 

(b) Upon request by the Administrator 
each Federal department and agency is au
thorized and dire_cted to make its services, 
pel"SQnnel, facllities, and information, includ
ing suggestions, estimates, and statistics, 
available to the grea.test practicable extent to 
the Administrator in the performance of his 
functions under this Act. 

(c) Any agency or organization which re
ceives assistance from a State under this 
Act shall make available to the Administra
tor and the comptroller General of the Unl>ted 
States, or any of their duly authorized 
representatives, for purposes of audit and 
examination, any books, documents, papers 
and records that are pertinent to the assist
ance received by such agency or organiza
tion from the State under this Act. 

PAYMENTS 

SEc. 7. (a) Payments under this Act shall 
be made from a State's allotment to any 
such State agency which administers a plan 
approved under section 5. Payments under 
this Act from a State's allotment with respect 
to the cost of carrying out its State plan 
shall equal 50 per centum of such costs for 
any fiscal year. In determining the cost of 
carrying out a State's plan, there shall be 
excluded any cost with respect to which 
payments were received under any other 
Federal program. 

(b) Payments to a State under this Act 
may be made in installments, in advance, 
or by way of reimbursement, with necessary 
adjustments on account of underpayment or 
overpayments, and may be made directly to a 
State or to one or more public agencies 
designated for this purpose by the State, or 
to both. 

WITHHOLDING OF GRANTS 

SEc. 8. Whenever the Administrator, after 
giving reasonable notice and opport1.;.nlt:· for 
hearing to a gran·t recipient under this Act 
finds-

(1) that the program or project for which 
such grant was Ine.de has been so changed 
that it no longer complies with the provi
sions of this Act; or 

(!;I) that in the operation of the program 
or project there is failun to comply substan
tially with any such provision; the AdminUI
trator shall notify such recipient of his find
ings and no further payments may be made I 
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to such recipient by the Secretary until he 1s 
satisfied that such noncompliance has been, 
or will promptly be, corrected. However, the 
Administrator may authorize the continu
ance of payments with respect to any proj
ects pursuant to this Act which are being 
carried out by such recipient and which 
are not lnvolved in the noncompliance. 

DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 9. As used in this Act-
(I) the term "Administrator" means the 

Administrator of the Environmental Protec
tion Agency; 

(2) the term "motor vehicle" means any 
vehicle driven or drawn by mechanical power 
manufactured primarily for use on the 
public streets, roads, and highways, except 

any vehicle operated exclusively on a ran 
or rails. The Administrator may exclude 
classes of motor vehicles other than pas
senger automobiles from the definition of 
motor vehicle for the purpose of this Act 
upon a finding that to do so is in the public 
interest; 

(3) the term "junked motor vehicle" 
means any motor vehicle which the owner 
desires to dispose of, including derelict mo
tor vehicles; 

(4) The term "derelict motor vehicle" 
means any obviously abandoned vehicle 
which has component parts missing, is in
operable, or is worth less than $100 in 
value; 

(5) the term "State" includes each of the 
several States, the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, the 
Virgin Islands, the Canal Zone, and Ameri
can Samoa. 

By Mr. PROXMIRE (for himself, 
Mr. McGEE, Mr. MciNTYRE, Mr. 
GRAVEL, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. 
CLARK, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. PERCY, 
Mr. HELMS, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. 
HANSEN, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. BIBLE, 
Mr. NELSON, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. 
HUDDLESTON, Mr. RoTH, Mr. 
PELL, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. HUM
PHREY, Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR., 
and Mr. McGoVERN) : 

S.J. Res. 159. A joint resolution to pro
vide for the designation of the first Sun
day in July of each year as "Walk a Mile 
for Your Health Day." Referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

WALK A MILE FOR YOUR HEALTH DAY 

Mr. PROXMmE. Mr. President, on be
half of myself and Senators McGEE, Mc
INTYRE, GRAVEL, THURMOND, CLARK, WIL
LIAMS, PERCY, HELMS, RANDOLPH, HANSEN, 
HuGHES, BIBLE, NELSON, DoMENICI, HuD
DLESTON, ROTH, PELL, BARTLETT, HUM
PHREY, HARRY F. BYRD, JR., and Mc
GOVERN I introduce for appropriate ref
erence a resolution calling on the Presi
dent to designate the last Sunday of May 
of each year as "Walk a Mile for Your 
Health Day." 

Mr. President, two statistics that may 
seem unrelated in reality have a great 
deal to do with each other. First, 49 mil
lion adult Americans get no exercise be
yond that required by their jobs. Sec
ond, heart disease accounts for 54 per
cent of all deaths in the United States. 

What is the connection between these 
statistics? Well, simply put, the first sta
tistic is a factor that contributes sub
stantially to the second statistic. In other 
words a lack of exercise can lead to heart 
disease. 

It 1s no coincidence that in the decade 
of the sixties, when everything from golf 

carts to electric can openers cut down 
on the effort we make to live in this af
fluent country, the rate at which young 
men between 25 and 44 died from heart 
attacks increased by an alarming 14 
percent. 

The heart is a muscle, like any other. 
It needs exercise, like any other. What 
happens if we put unusual stress on an 
unused muscle? A charley horse or a 
torn ligament. But if we put the same 
sort of stress on the heart the result 
may be a severe heart attack. 

There are four generally recognized 
conditions that make any of us candi
dates for a heart attack. The first is 
heredity. If both of our parents have had 
heart trouble we have to be particularlY 
careful to care for our heart. The second 
is smoking. The third is a high choles
terol level. And the fourth is inadequate 
exercise. 

We cannot do anything about hered
ity. We may or may not be able to sub
stantially reduce our cholesterol level 
without drugs. We can stop smoking, al
though many find this very difficult. But 
one very obvious, simple and important 
step we can take is exercise. 

How do we exercise to get into shape 
and stay there? One thing we should not 
do is to go out after months or years of 
no exercise and run 2 or 3 miles or play 
a strenuous game of tennis. 

The best, easiest, cheapest, and most 
enjoyable way to exercise is to walk your 
way to health. You can do it at any time 
of the day. You can do it anywhere. You 
can do it with your family or by yourself. 
You can do it without any special equip
ment. 

And how enjoyable it can be. A brisk 
walk in the fall air is a tonic superior 
to anything you can get over your neigh
borhood drug counter. It has the further 
benefit of reacquainting you with those 
surroundings you normally whiz by in 
the car every few days. It makes you 
aware of your environment. It makes you 
realize how important it is to keep our 
air fresh and our water clean. 

For all of these reasons I am introduc
ing today a resolution calling on the 
President of the United States to pro
claim the last Sunday of May each year 
as "Walk a Mile for Your Health Day." 

I wish that I could claim this idea as 
my own. But it really started with a 
marvelous letter I received last January 
from Bruce Ruska of Chatham, Mich. 
I intend to have this letter reprinted in 
the RECORD at the conclusion of my re
marks, because it spells out with the 
force of great sincerity how enjoyable 
and meaningful such a day could be for 
millions of Americans. 

However, I was fortunate to be able 
to participate in a short term effort to 
implement the "Walk a Mile for Your 
Health Day" concept this past July. 

This brief effort resulted in a symbolic 
walk with my Senate colleagues, Sena
tors HARRY F . BYRD, JR., CHILES, JAVITS, 
MANSFIELD, McGOVERN, NELSON, and 
THURMOND as well as a statement salut
ing the observance of "Walk a Mile Day" 
by the President of the United States. 

The day was endorsed and proclaimed 
by President Nixon personally and by 
the President's Council on Physical Fit-

ness and Sports. It received the specific 
endorsement of the American Medical 
Association as well as the American 
Heart Association and the Amateur Ath
letic Union. 

A number of television commercials 
were played in cities around the country 
emphasizing the importance of this day 
to good health. Members of the television 
industry were particularly helpful in the 
promotion of this idea. 

But we can do more. I am convinced 
that a congressional endorsement of the 
"Walk a Mile for Your Health Day" con
cept is essential if it is to become truly a 
national event. This coupled with a 
change in the date on which the event is 
to be celebrated to a time when Amer
icans have not yet left for their summer 
holiday at the beach or the mountains 
would help to make the day a great 
success. 

One ancillary effect of the "Walk a 
Mile" campaign should be a substantial 
saving in Federal tax dollars. Better ex
ercise habits undoubtedly will lead to 
better health. As Americans are inspired 
by this resolution to get that vital ex
ercise their medical bills will shrink. And 
Uncle Sam's cost in medical payments as 
well as lost productivity will dwindle. 

Thus all of us who have an interest in 
reducing spending at the Federal, State, 
and local level should support this resolu
tion. 

These are the reasons 21 of my col
leagues and I have introduced this reso
lution today. I hope that the Congress 
will act with dispatch to approve the 
measure so that planning for next year's 
event can proceed quickly and effectively. 
Quite literally, lives may depend on it. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Ruska letter I referred to earlier in my 
speech, the President's statement salut
ing "Walk a Mile for Your Health Day," 
the Physical Fitness Council's proclama
tion, and the text of the resolution itself 
be reprinted in the RECORD at this point: 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CHATHAM, MICH., 
January 18, 1973. 

DEAR Sm: My name 1s Bruce Ruska, I'm 
24 years old and single. Today is the 18th 
of January 1973. I don't know where you 
are, but I'm in Alger County and it's a really 
great day for winter. My girlfriend and I 
just came back from a mile hike down the 
highway in Forest Lake, Michigan. As I was 
walking I began thinking what would it be 
like 1f we set aside one day during the 
summer, probably a Sunday, where-as people 
would walk instead of drive. We could call 
it, "Walk A Mile For Your Health". This 
would be so helpful in so many ways, physi
cal fitness would probably be the first. But 
just think of all the other ways, pollution 
from automobiles, I really don't know how 
much it would help pollution but it should 
in some way. I know it wouldn't be possible 
to stop all people from driving, people do 
have emergencies. But 1f people would sit 
down and just think about it, what harm 
could it do. Setting aside one day a year 
for thts purpose sure wouldn't be asking 
much. 

I just wonder how many people drive to 
the corner store maybe a mile away for a 
pack of cigarettes, a quart of mllk, a loaf of 
bread, or a Sunday paper. Why can't people 
walk? How about a. Sunday walk 1n the area. 
around you? I know the area I 11ve 1n, Alger 
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County, in the Upper Peninsula, I haven't 
seen all the beauty of nature within a couple 
of miles of my home town. People can learn 
many beautiful things from nature. People 
can have picnics and outings, getting to
gether, talking to people, forgetting everyday 
problems, out in the fresh air of nature, 
while we stlll have some fresh air left to 
breathe. Walking and driving are two differ
ent things. What do you think about when 
you are driving? Do you think about the 
trees or the sky or how beautiful nature ls? 
How about the beer cans and debris along our 
highways! 

I don't know about you, but my mind is 
on my driving, do I need gas, maybe a quart 
of oil, do my tires have enough air in them? 
I hope you get my point. Now let's take a 
look when people are walking. Maybe you 're 
walking down a highway, you talk about 
how beautiful that big blue !?kY is, the color 
of trees, heck, you could place those beer 
cans in neat piles along side a highway so 
the clean-up crew can do a better job at 
keeping our highways cleaner. 

How about teaching your children to be 
better citizens! How about walking down a 
trail on a beautiful summer day with your 
family and friends . Maybe your going on a 
picnic or maybe just walking along a nice 
fishing stream. Stop and think about it, if 
not for you, how about your children! It's 
hard for me to put down on paper the feel
ings I had while I was walking down that 
highway on this beautiful winter day. I 
know many people who should read this wlll 
probably joke about it. People will probably 
think I'm one of those nature lovers, but 
I'm not, I'm just an average human being 
like you. So stop and just think about it for 
a second, "Walk A Mile For Your Health". 

I would be very pleased 1f you would write 
back and let me know how you feel on this 
subject. I would also like to know 1f you 
plan to pursue this very important subject 
or whatever. Thank you. 

Sincerely yours, 
BRUCE RUSKA. 

WALK-A-MILE-FOR-YouR-HEALTH DAY 

(By the President's Council on Physical 
Fitness and Sports) 

A PROCLAMATION 

Whereas appropriate physical exercise on a 
regular basis is instrumental in promoting 
good health and in preventing heart disease; 

Whereas walking is a safe, inexpensive and 
effective form of exercise which is available 
to everyone except the disabled and the very 
young; 

Whereas a recent national survey by the 
President's Council on Physical Fitness and 
Sports showed that 49 million adult Amer
icans get no exercise beyond that required 
by their jobs; and 

Whereas there are many urgent personal 
and economic reasons for placing greater em
phasis on preventive health care; 

Now, therefore, the President's Council on 
Physical Fitness and Sports does endorse and 
proclaim Sunday, July 1, as Walk-a-Mile-for
Your-Health-Day. States, municipalities and 
other local jurisdictions, and sports clubs 
and organizations, are urged to promote ac
tivities appropriate to this observance, and 
all individual Americans are urged to walk 
a mile on that day, alone or in company with 
others, as the first step toward a regular pro
gram of physical fitness. 

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT 

This Sunday scores of Americans, includ
ing Members of the Congress, health and 
athletic associations, and the President's 
Council on Physical Fitness, and sports will 
join in celebrating "Walk a. Mile for Your 
Health Day." I heartily join in saluting this 
observance. 

Whether out of habit or inclination, Inil
lions of men and women in this country do 

not reap the benefits that simple walking 
wlll provide. Yet beyond the obvious health 
benefits of walking, I know from personal 
experience that long walks are refreshing ex
ercises of the mind as well as the body. It 
offers time for reflection and time for per
sonal thought. 

"Walk a Mile for Your Health Day" this 
weekend is an opportunity for all Americans 
to recognize the many health benefits of 
walking. It is my hope that we will continue 
this and other important physical fitness 
programs on every day thereafter. 

S.J. RES . 159 
Whereas, regular moderate physical exer

cise is recognized scientifically as instrumen
tal in promoting good health and in prevent
ing heart disease; 

Whereas, this Nation's tradition of vigor
ous physical exertion stands in healthy con
trast to the present trend toward the seden
tary life; 

Whereas, walking is a pollution-free, nat
ural, and inexpensive mode of transporta
tion requiring no special skUl or ability; 

Whereas, walking allows individuals to ex
perience the beauty of their surrounding en
vironment; and 

Whereas this Nation should make a com
mitment to persuading all Americans to 
sample the joys and benefits of walking: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the President 
is authorized and requested to issue a proc
lamation designating the last Sunday of 
May of each year as "Walk a Mile for Your 
Health Day", and calling upon the people of 
the United States and interested groups and 
organiZations to reded·icate themselves to 
obtaining physical exercise through walking 
and, on that day, to abandon other modes 
of transportation in favor of walking. 

S. 2495-ADDITIONAL REFERRAL TO 
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUB
LIC WELFARE 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, day 

before yesterday I introduced S. 2495 and 
asked and obtained unanimous consent 
to have the bill referred to the Commit
tee on Science and then to the Commit
tee on Commerce. 

I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
be sent also to the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
HoLLINGs) . When the bill is reported by 
the first 2 committees, is there objec
tion to the request of the Senator from 
Washington. The Chair hears no ob
jection, and it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS 
AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

s. 2350 

At the request of Mr. Moss, the Sen
ator from Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 2350, to amend 
the National Aeronautics and Space Act 
of 1958 to provide for the coordinated 
application of technology to civilian 
needs in the area of earth resources 
survey systems, to establish within the 
National Aeronautics and Space Admin
istration an Office of Earth Resources 
Survey Systems, and for other pur
poses. 

s. 2354 

At the request of Mr. HuMPHREY, the 
Senator from South Dakota <Mr. Asou-

REZK) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2354, a bill to provide for the participa
tion of the United States in the African 
Development Fund. 

s . 2445 

At the request of Mr. MciNTYRE, the 
Senator from Vermont (Mr. STAFFORD), 
the Senator from Maine <Mr. HATHA
WAY), the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
BAYH), the Senator from Colorado (Mr. 
DoMINICK) , and the Senator from Dli
nois <Mr. PERCY) were added as cospon
sors of S. 2445, a bill to amend the pro
visions of the Social Security Act to con
solidate the reporting of wages by em
ployers for income tax withholding and 
old-age, survivors, and disability insur
ance purposes, and for other purposes. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 158 

At the request of Mr. RANDOLPH, the 
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
ScHWEIKER) was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 158, to set aside 
regulations of the Environmental Protec
tion Agency under section 206 of the Fed
eral Water Pollution Control Act, as 
amended. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
48--SUBMISSION OF A CONCUR
RENT RESOLUTION RELATING TO 
CONGRESSIONAL POLICY AND 
FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY TO 
THE AMERICAN INDIAN AND 
ALASKAN NATIVES 

<Referred to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs.) 

Mr. BARTLETT (for himself and Mr. 
DoMENici) submitted the following con
current resolution: 

S. CoN. REs. 48 
Whereas the Constitution, legislation, 

judicial decisions, and executive action have 
recognized that the United States has a con
tinuing duty and the legal and moral obl!
gations of a trustee to American Indians and 
Alaska Natives, requiring the highest de
gree o! loyatly, care, skill, and dlligence by 
the United States in fulfilling that trust 
responsib111ty; and 

Whereas Congress has from time to time, 
and particularly in H. Con. Res. 108 of the 
Eighty-third Congress, declared a congres
sional policy disavowing the responsib111-
ties created by the aforesaid trustee obliga
tion of the United States to certain Ameri
can Indians and Alaska Natives, which 
policy has come to be known as the termi
nation policy; and 

Whereas the termination policy declared 
in H. Con. Res. 108 has created among 
American Indians and Alaska Natives ap
prehension that the United States may not 
in the future honor its trustee obligation, 
and uncertainty has severely limited the 
abllity of Indian tribes to develop fully the 
human and economic potential o! their com
munities in accord with their cultural 
values; and 

Whereas the termination policy declared 
in H. Con. Res. 108 has had adverse social 
consequences for tribal communities and 
individuals upon which it has been im
posed: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the United States Senate (the 
House concurring), That it 1s the sense ot 
Congress that-

(1) the policy, of termination announced 
by H . Con. Res. 108 no longer represents the 
policy of Congress and 1s hereby repudiated 
as a policy of the Congress; 

(2) the integrity and right to continued 
existence of Indian tribes and Alaska Na
tive governments are expressly confirmed; 
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(3) the American Indians and Alaska Na

tives and their governments are, by this 
concurrent resolution, assured that the 
United States w111 continue to perform its 
trust responsibllities to them including, but 
not limited to, responsib111ties for their 
health, education, and welfare, and that 
those trust responsib111ties of the United 
States are recognized, reafiirmed, and w111 
be performed with the highest degree of 
loyalty, care, sk111, and d111gence. 

( 4) the Federal Government shall be 
charged with the responsib111ty for develop
ing program efforts and procedures that 
wm improve the quality and quantity of 
social and economic development efforts of 
Indian people and maximize opportunities 
for Indian control and self-determination 
which shall be a major goal of our National 
Indian policy. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, over 
the years the Federal Government has 
experienced many failures in its relation
ship with the American Indian. None of 
the failures of recent years has been so 
apparent as the termination policy ex
pressed in House Concurrent Resolution 
108 passed by the 83d Congress in 1953. 
The policy expressed by this resolution 
served no useful purpose other than to 
threaten the Indian tribes with the ter
mination of the trust relationship be
tween the tribes and the Federal Govern
ment. 

Indian people throughout the country 
have expressed the desire to have the 
policy of termination rescinded. Presi
dent Nixon in his Indian message to Con
gress on July 8, 1970, called for an end to 
termination when he said: 

For many years we have talked about en
couraging Indians to exercise greater self
determination, but our progress has never 
been commensurate With our promises. Part 
of the reason for this situation has been the 
threat of termination. 

Yet as a result of House Concurrent 
Resolution 108, termination remains the 
policy of the U.S. Congress. 

Mr. President, I am today introducing 
a resolution asking Congress to repudiate 
the termination policy which for 20 years 
has hung over the tribes like the sword 
of Damocles. The resolution, if enacted, 
w111 end the era of termination and begin 
an era of self-determination for the In
dian tribes. 

Mr. President, I welcome others who 
wish to join me in this effort which will 
allow the Indian to determine his own 
destiny yet will rea:tfirm the Federal 
Government-Indian partnership. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF 
A RESOLUTION 

SENATE RESOLUTION 160 

At the request of Mr. HUMPHREY, the 
Senator from Vermont <Mr. STAFFORD) 
was added as a cosponsor of Senate Res
olution 160, to establish a temporary se
lect committee of the Senate regarding 
regulatory agencies. 

FEDERAL ACT TO CONTROL EX
PENDITURES AND ESTABLISH 
NATIONAL PRIORITIES-AMEND
MENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 559 

<Ordered to be printed and referred 
to the Committee on Government Oper
ations.) 

BUDGET REFORM 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I am in
troducing today on behalf of myself, Sen
ator BROCK, and Senator MAGNUSON, an 
amendment, in the form of a substitute 
to S. 1541, the Federal Act to Control 
Expenditures and Establish National Pri
orities, on which the Government Oper
ations Committee will begin markup ses
sions next week. 

This amendment is a revised version of 
the amendment to S. 1541 Senator BROCK 
and I introduced in the Subcommittee on 
Budgeting, Management, and Expendi
tures. That amendment was defeated 
in subcommittee by a 5-4 vote. 

The revised Muskie-Brock amendment 
calls for far-reaching, but workable, re
forms of the system by which the Con
gress considers the Federal budget. 

This amendment would provide for 
both a meaningful debate on budget pri
orities and for firm controls on Federal 
spending. It would, in fact, call for Con
gress to have completed all of its actions 
on the Federal budget before the begin
ning of each new fiscal year. 

There is little dispute that the present 
congressional system of considering the 
budget is in need of reform. 

Under the present appropriations 
process, Congress lacks both the staff 
and the information it needs to consider 
the budget comprehensively. Congress, to 
be sure, is at a disadvantage compared 
to the President in making budgetary 
decisions. It does not have its own budget 
staff, and it must rely on the executive 
branch for much of the information, the 
judgments, and the evaluations it needs 
to make fiscal decisions. 

Under the present appropriations proc
ess, the Congress does not have the time 
it needs to consider the budget adequate
ly. This time problem is twofold: Con
gress gets a late start on its budget con
sideration, and it cannot complete action 
on the budget in time to avoid forcing 
the executive branch to run on continu
ing resolutions for many months. 

Under the current appropriations proc
ess, major spending decisions are frag
mented. Presently, only 44 percent of the 
budget goes through the Appropriations 
Committee. And it is generally recog
nized that a principal cause of increased 
Federal spending is an ever-increasing 
use of backdoor spending measures 
which do not go through the regular ap
propriations process. 

Mr. President, the challenge before the 
Congress is to solve those readily 
acknowledged problems with the appro
priations process. S. 1541 would not do 
that. Rather, it is an overreaction to 
these admittedly serious problems which 
could, in the long run, complicate the 
process of congressional consideration of 
the budget even more. 

First, S. 1541 would needlessly compli
cate the appropriations process by add
ing another committee. It is ironic that 
a budget reform aimed to do something 
about fragmentation of the budget proc
ess would further fragment that process 
by layering still another committee into 
the process. 

The logical outcome of the creation of 
the Budget Committee-under S. 1541 it 
would be a virtual Executive Committee 
of the Senate--is the abolition of the 

Appropriations Committees. If the 
Budget Committee decides the priorities 
and reconciles spending with macro
economic realities, the role of the Appro
priations Committee would be sub
stantially diminished and perhaps 
unnecessary. 

Second, S. 1541 would establish by 
April 15 binding ceilings for all spending 
measures--ceilings that can only be 
changed by a two-thirds vote of the 
Senate. S. 1541 would enforce those 
binding ceilings by creating a hopelessly 
complex system of Senate rules that 
would tie up the Senate in its considera
tion of spending bills. 

Those ceilings would be so binding that 
the Appropriations Committee would be 
prevented from reporting to the Senate 
floor an appropriations bill that it had 
approved if it exceeded any of the ceil
ings in the concurrent resolution. That 
means, for example, that if the Appro
priations Committee after careful delib
eration decided to cut $5 billion from the 
HEW appropriations bill, and add $4 
billion to the Defense appropriations bill, 
the Defense bill could not be reported to 
the Senate floor even though the total 
spending for the two bills would be $1 
billion less than the combined ceilings 
for the two bills in the concurrent reso
lution. 

And the ceilings would be so binding 
that the full Senate would be prevented 
from passing an appropriations bill that 
exceeded any of the ceilings in the con
current resolution--even if it voted to do 
so. 

The proponents of S. 1541 argue that 
a simple majority of the Senate could 
change the ceilings in the first concur
rent resolution by passing another con
current resolution. But that would be 
unlikely since all concurrent resolutions 
must be reported by the Budget Com
mittee. 

Third, S. 1541 would require the Con
gress to make its most important deci
sions on budget priorities at the time it 
is least equipped to do so-at the begin
ning of its consideration of fiscal meas
ures. Under S. 1541, Congress would set 
binding ceilings on expenditures before 
it has had the benefit of complete hear
ings on either authorization or appro
priations bills. This approach would 
make a mockery out of the appropria
tions and authorization processes since 
all the most important decisions would 
be made long before either is completed. 
And it would effectively cut the public 
out of a significant role in the budgetary 
decision process of its government since 
it is through appropriations and authori
zation hearings that the public now gets 
its input. 

Fourth, S. 1541 addresses neither of 
the critical timing problems with the 
current appropriations process. S. 1541 
does call for the President to submit his 
budget to Congress by November 15, but 
as a practical matter, the period during 
which Congress would consider the bud
get would be the same as it is now-the 
period between the time it got back In 
January until it finished consideration. 
And even the proponents of S. 1541 pro
ject that under the procedure in that 
bill Congress would not complete action 
on the budget before October 30, a full 
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4 months after the beginning of the 
fiscal year. This timetable would put 
Congress in the ridiculous positon of ce
menting into law the fact that it cannot 
complete its consideration of the budget 
on time--before the beginning of the 
fiscal year. 

In contrast, the substitute amendment 
we are offering would make some basic 
reforms in the current appropriations 
process to give Congress a firm handle on 
budget consideration. 

First, it would provide Congress with 
more time to consider the budget by 
shifting the beginning of the fiscal year 
to October 1-a move recommended by 
the Comptroller General. 

This would increase by a full 3 
months the time Congress has to work 
'On the budget. And in addition, our 
amendment would require that the ac
tion on authorization bills be completed 
by June 30 so that the Congress could 
spend the period between July 1 and 
September 30 working on appropriations 
bills. 

Second, our amendment would not fur
ther fragment the appropriations process 
by adding another committee to it. 
Rather, recognizing that backdoor spend
ing is the practice which accounts for the 
fragmentation of the budget process and 
the inability of Congress to maintain ef
fective control over spenO.ing, our amend
ment would return control over back
door spending measures to the Appro
priations Committee and rename that 
Committee the Committee on Budget and 
Appropriations. 

Third, our approach would require the 
Congress to establish initial targets for 
spending before it begins consideration of 
individual appropriations btlls. In fact, 
under our amendment, the Congress 
would pass a concurrent resolution on 
the Budget similar to the one it would 
pass inS. 1541. However, our amendment 
would give Congress the flexibility to 
readjust those targets as it further con
sidered spending measures. 

Then, under our approach, after all 
individual appropriations measures had 
cleared Congress-but before the begin
ning of the next fiscal year-Congress 
would make whatever adjustments it 
thought necessary to reconcile its actions 
on individual spending measures with 
the initial targets set forth in the first 
concurrent resolution. 

This approach would provide for a 
meaningful debate on budget priorities 
both at the time the first concurrent 
resolution was considered and, more im
portantly, at the end of the budgetmak
ing process when Congress adjusts its 
actions on individual spending measures. 

Most importantly this procedure would 
allow Congress to make its final deci
sions on budget priorities at the end of 
its process of consideration of the budget 
rather than forcing it to make that final 
decision at the beginning of the process. 

Mr. President, this amendment ts a 
workable alternative to S. 1541. It would 
provide real and meaningful reforms of 
our appropriations process. And it would 
allow Congress to get a firm handle on 
Federal spending. 

I ask unanimous consent that Senator 

BROCK's remarks, a copy of the amend
ment, and a summary and explanation 
of the amendment be inserted in the 
RECORD at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BROCK 

I am pleased to join with the distinguished 
Senator from Maine, Mr. Muskie, in offering 
an amendment, in the nature of a substitute, 
to S. 1541, a bill to control spending and 
upgrade priorities. 

No subject before the Congress is closer 
to my heart than thoroughgoing reform of 
the Congressional budgetmaking process. We 
simply must do a better job of allocating 
the people's money than the current hap
hazard system. 

There 1s substantial agreement on that 
point. And yet, agreement on the details of 
any particular reform system has been com
plicated by the extremely complex nature of 
the subject itself, and by the plethora of new 
ideas and suggestions that have been brought 
to the fore. 

The procedural system which would be 
es-tablished under this amendment is an 
effective and workable one. It is a system 
which can engender wide support from this 
body. I believe, in short, that it is a practical 
avenue to the early achievement of the re
form we need so badly. 

In addition, it corrects three principal 
trouble spots in S. 1541, as reported out by 
the budgeting and management subcommit
tee. First, it avoids adding another layer of 
committees to the budget consideration proc
ess, with the inevitable sloWing of the proc
ess which that brings. Second, it does not 
inhibit the abillty of Senators to seek the 
flexibillty of change in spending priorities. 
History has shown us that when reasonable 
flexib111ty is lacking, ceillngs, goals and dead
lines very quickly find themselves ignored. 

Third, it avoids putting Congress into the 
ridiculous position of writing into law the 
!act that it cannot complete its budget de
liberations prior to the beginning of the 
fiscal year. 

A particularly noteworthy feature of this 
amendment is the new control it would give 
the Congress over backdoor spending, by 
requiring these items to be processed through 
a new Committee on Budget and Appropria
tions. 

In addition, the amendment changes the 
beginning of the fiscal year !rom July 1 to 
October 1, and establishes a budget develop
ment schedule which assures that final ac
tion on the budget will be completed prior 
to the start of the fiscal year, thereby ending 
the supplemental appropriations system 
which has ill-served the country, creating 
an administrative nightmare !or local and 
state recipient agencies. 

Throughout th~ budget development proc
ess there are safeguards against exceeding 
agreed-upon spending limits, a crucial fea
ture, and there are also required of both the 
Executive and Congressional budgets, five
year spending projections on all programs. 
This feature is one of the most important 
elements of any reform, for we must have 
a way of knowing whether newly-sought 
programs are going to balloon in cost, as 
some have during the last decade. 

Another important feature is the creation 
of a Congressional Office on the Budget, the 
professionally staffed "legislative OMB" 
which wlll give us, !or the first time, the 
expertise and resources to do the job ef
fectively. 

In short, this amendment represents a 
workable system of budget reform, one that 
can be supported by Senators o! all per
suasions. I am pleased to join with Sena
tor Muskie in offering it, and urge quick 
action on it. 

SUMMARY AND EXPLANATION OF PROPOSED 
MUSKIE-BROCK AMENDMENT 

The substitute amendment to be offered by 
Senators Muskie and Brock is designed to 
strengthen and to reform the Congressional 
budget process. 

It would give Congress the firm handle it 
needs to control the budget process and to 
control Federal spending by returning juris
diction over all spending measures-includ
ing backdoor spending-to one committee, a 
Committee on Budget and Appropriations. 

It would provide Congress with the re
sources it needs for efficient and expeditious 
consideration of the budget by creating a 
Congressional Office on the Budget and by 
requiring the President to submit a current 
services budget to Congress two months in 
advance of the submission of his final budget. 

It would provide for a meaningful de
bate on budget priorities both early in each 
session and, more importantly, at the end of 
the budget decision-making process, the time 
when the full Senate is best informed about 
the spending priorities decisions it must 
make. 

It would move the beginning of the fiscal 
year to October 1, to insure that Congress 
completes consideration of the budget prior 
to the beginning of each fiscal year. 

Most importantly, it would insure members 
of Congress and Congressional Committees 
maximum flexibility during consideration of 
spending measures, and, at the same time, 
provide for firm spending controls on both 
the Congress and the Executive Branch. 

And, unlike the Subcommittee bill, it 
would do all of these things without adding 
another layer of committees to the budget 
consideration process, without unnecessarily 
reducing the flexibility of Congress to set 
spending priorities, and without putting the 
Congress in the ridiculous position of ce
menting in law the fact that it cannot com
plete its consideration of the budget on 
time-before the beginning of the fiscal year. 
REVISED AUTHORITY OF THE APPROPRIATIONS 

COMMITTEE AND CONTROL OF BACKDOOK 
SPENDING 

This amendment would return control over 
backdoor spending measures to the Appro
priations Committee and rename that Com
mittee the Committee on Budget and Appro
priations. 

The Joint Study Committee on the Budget 
presented conclusive evidence that backdoor 
spending is the practice which accounts for 
the fragmen-tation of the budget process and 
the inability of Congress to maintain effec
tive control over spending. The record of the 
Appropriations Committee has, in fact, been 
one of cutting spending below the level 
recommended by the President in his budget. 

At the present time, however, more than 
$100 billlon in spending does not go through 
the Appropriations Committee. One of the 
main reasons for this is the upsurge in back
door spending in recent years. 

If the backdoor spending is again policed 
by the Appropriations Committee, it will be 
possible to control spending and set spend
ing priorities within the regular Appropria
tions process. 

CHANGE IN THE FISCAL YEAR 

Under this amendment, the fiscal year 
would begin on October 1 rather than on 
July 1. An October 1 date would enable the 
Congress to adequately consider the budget, 
and it would enable the President to submit 
a budget using actual prior year figures. As 
Comptroller General Staats has said: 

"It is clear that the Congress cannot rea
sonably be expected to complete appropria
tion action on the budget by July 1." 

Moving the fiscal year to October 1 would 
eliminate one of the most serious budgetary 
problems the Congress now faces--that of 
having to run the country on continuing 
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resolutions from July 1 until the appropria
tions process is completed. And, moving the 
fiscal year to October 1 would eliminat e the 
incredible circumstance that would result 
from t he Subcommittee blll of the Congress 
writing into law the fact t hat it cannot 
finish consideration of the budget before the 
beginning of the fiscal year. 

CONGRESSIONAL OFFICE ON THE BU DGET 

Like the Subcommittee blll, this amend
ment wlll create a Congressional Office on 
the Budget to give the Congress the resources 
it needs to consider the budget . The Con
gressional Office on the Budget will serve 
the Budget and Appropriations Committee. 
The Congressional Office on the Budget wlll 
be basically the same as it is in the Subcom
mittee bill. 

EXECUTIVE SUBMISSION OF THE BUDGET 

This amendment would provide the Con
gress with additional and more timely budget 
information by requirin~ the President to 
submit his budget in two parts. 

First , by December 1, the President would 
be required to submit to the Congress a cur
rent services budget. This would provide the 
Congress with an estimate of spending for 
the next fiscal year based on current spend
ing levels. A current services budget will 
ordinarily be a 90 to 95 percent reflection 
of the final budget, and will provide the Con
gress basic budget information to start its 
own budget consideration process. 

Second, the President's final budget would 
be submitted to Congress at the same time 
he does now. With the current services 
budget as a base, Congress will be in a better 
position to analyze the budget impact of 
policy changes by the Executive Branch as 
soon as the final budget is submitted. 
:FIRST CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET 

Like the Subcommittee blll, this amend
ment would require enactment of the First 
Concurrent Resolution on the budget. This 
Resolution would set out the following: 

1. Total budget authority and total out-
lays; 

2. Revenue estimate; 
3 . Estimated surplus or debt; and 
4. A breakdown of individual spending 

measures by budget authority contained in 
Tegular appropriation blll categories and in 
permanent appropriation categories (back
door and mandatory spending measures) by 
functional areas. 

The timetable for consideration of the 
First Concurrent Resolution would be some
what different than that in the Subcommit
tee bill. And the First Concurrent Resolution, 
under this proposal, would be reported to 
the floor by the Budget and Appropriations 
Committee rather than by the Budget Com
mittees. The Budget and Appropriations 
Committees would be required to report the 
Resolution to the Senate by June 1. By June 
15, the Senate shall complete its action on 
the Resolution, and by July 1, final Con
gressional action on the First Concurrent 
Resolution shall have been completed. 

This timetable wlll provide Congress with 
a reasonable amount of time in which to 
consider the First Concurrent Resolution. 
Congressional hearings on the budget will 
be well under way-and some of them per
haps completed-by the time the Budget and 
Appropriations Committee reports the First 
Concurrent Resolution to the Senate. Under 
the Subcommittee bill, in contrast, the Sen
'Ste committees would be forced to supply 
their input to the budget committee by 
.February 15, a date by which in every other 
year some committees have barely even 
·organized. 

AUTHORIZING LEGISLATION 

All authorization legislation for the next 
1lscal year must be enacted prior to June 30. 
It action on regular authorization bills is 
-not completed by June 30, Congress may 

move directly to consideration of appropria
tions measures in those areas where author
izing legislation has not been enacted. 

CONSISTENCY IN THE FmST CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION 

Before action on the First Concurrent Res
olution can be completed it must be con
sistent in that the sum of the budget 
authority contained in the breakdown of in
dividual spending measures must equal t1;le 
total budget authority in the Resolution. In 
the event that is not the case after action 
on all amendments is completed, the Reso
lution shall be recommitted to the Budget 
and Appropriations Committee to be made 
consistent. A consistent First Concurrent 
Resolution must then be reported within 
three days. 

REPORT ACCOMPANYING FmST CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION 

The report accompanying the First Con
current Resolution should include the fol
lowing i terns: 

1. A comparison of the figures in the Reso
lution with those in the President's budget; 

2. A statement of the economic objectives 
underlying the Resolution; and 

3. Five-year projections of expenditures, 
revenues, surplu=-es and deficits. 

S COREKEEPING P RO CEDURES 

This amendment would add extensive 
s:::orekeeping provisions. The purpose of the 
scorekeeping provisions is to keep the Con
gress informed during its consideration of 
authorizat ion and spending me3.·~urcs of how 
its actions correspond to the appropriate 
spending levels 5et forth in the First Con
current Resolution. 

The elements of the score keeping provi
sions include: 

1. All reports of all committees shall in
clude a section written in consultation with 
the director of the COB deta111ng: 

a. how that blll would compare with the 
figures in the Concurrent Resolution; and 

b. a five year projection of the impact of 
the bill on expenditures. 

2. The COB shall prepare daily tabulations 
of Congressional progress on spending bills. 

3 . After reconciliation COB shall prepare 
a report detailing a five year projection of 
the impact of Congressional action. 
REAFFERMATION OF CONGRESSIONAL SPENDING 

PRIORITIES AND RECONCILIATION 

By September 30, Congress shall enact a 
blll that reconciles the actions it has taken 
on individual spending measures with the 
appropriate levels for spending it set out in 
its latest Concurrent Resolution. 

This process will not only allow the Con
gress to adjust its spending actions, but it 
will also permit the Congress to take a final 
look at its overall spending priorities and 
either reaffirm or adjust the priorities it es
tablished in the First or succeeding Con
current Resolutions. 

The process would work like this: 
All Congressionally approved spendlng b11ls 

would have written into their enacting clause 
a provision triggering their going into ef
fect upon the passage of the reconciliation 
bill. 

If the sum of the individual spending 
measures approved by the Congress is equal 
to or less than the total spending ceiling in 
the most recently enacted Concurrent Res
olution, then the Budget and Appropriations 
Committees would report r.nd the Congress 
would enact a blll to trigger the previously 
approved spending measures . 

If the sum of the .individual spending 
measures approved by Congress exceeds the 
total spending ceiling in the most recently 
approved Concurrent Resolution, the Budget 
and Approprlations Committees would report 
and the Congress would enact a bill that 
makes the spending total in individual bills 
consistent with an overall spending ce1Ung. 

That bill can raise the overall spending ceil
ing to equal the total of the spending in in
dividual bills; it can contain cuts in individ
ual bills to meet the spending ceiUng in the 
latest Concurrent Resolution; or it can make 
adjustments somewhere in between. In the 
case that floor amendment s make the recon
c111at1on bill incons1stent, the same recom
mital process should be followed as during 
consideration of the Flrst Concurrent Res
olution. The reconc111ation bill, when en
acted, would automatic ally trigger previous
ly approved spending bllls. 

A key element of this reconc111ation proc
ess is that it be completed before the begin
ning of the fiscal year. 

The reconcillation blll ts reported by the 
Budget and Appropriations Committee which 
has jurisdlction under this amendment over 
all spending bills, .including backdoor spend
ing. 

Under this procedure, the Congress would 
send to the Presldent at one time all of its 
spending action for the year. This procedure 
would give the Congress a stronger hand in 
dealing with the President on spending mat
ters. However, unlike an omnibus appropria
tions bill, this procedure would mean that 
individual spending measures would go to 
the President as separate bills. That means 
he could veto one spending measure without 
vetoing the entire budget. 

But m ost im portantly, this approach gives 
Congress the opportunity to deal with the 
problems setting budget priori ties in line 
with economic reallties at a t ime in which 
the members of Congress are best equipped 
to make that kind of decisions-at the end 
of the budget decision-making process, not 
at the beginning. It would parallel the con
struction of the President's own budget 
which, after all, is the sum total of a great 
many individual decisions. The Congres
sional determination of budget priorities 
would be what it should be-an end-product 
of the decision-making process-not an 
early stage, running, flying guess based on 
little specific information. 

AMENDMENT NO. 561 

<Ordered to be printed and referred 
to the Committee on Government 
Operations.) 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I intro
duce an amendment to S. 1541, the 
budget reform bill, relating to tax 
expenditures. 

My amendment provides that the rev
enue effects of tax expenditures such as 
those enumerated in the publication by 
the House Ways and Means Committee 
entitled "Estimates of Federal Tax Ex
pendituresH be reviewed by the appropri
ate committees and the Congress in the 
consideration of budget ceilings. I be
lieve we cannot have a meaningful de
bate on Government spending without 
some consideration of indirect spending 
by way of the tax system. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the amendment be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 561 
On page 21, line 6, Section 2 is amended 

by renumbering paragraphs "(3)" and "(4)" 
as "(5)" and "(6)" and adding the following 
two paragraphs: 

"(3) The term •tax expenditures' means 
those reductions in Federal revenue attrib
utable to provisions of the Internal Revenue 
Code which grant a special exclusion, exemp
tion, deduction, deferral, credit, rate of tax 
or other monetary benefits representing a 
deviation from the normal income tax rate 
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.structure for individuals and corporations. 
The term 'tax expenditure budget' means the 
enumeration of such tax expenditures as 
published by the House Ways and Means 
Committee in 'Estimates of Federal Tax Ex
penditures'. Such enumeration shall corre
spond to the functional classifications shown 
in the most recent budget of the United 
States. 

"(4) With respect to this Act, the terms 
•new budget authority,' 'outlays' resulting 
therefrom or •new budget outlays' shall in
clude the amount of losses in Federal rev
enues attributable to any tax expenditures 
to be enacted or expanded in the fiscal year 
or years under consideration." 

On page 22, line 8, Section 101(a) is 
amended by adding the following new 
sentence: "Such limitations and further 
subdivision shall take into account existing 
federal tax expenditures in each such area 
of allocation and subdivision." 

On page 22, line 20, Section 101 (a) is 
amended by relettering " (F) " and " (G) " as 
"(G)" and "(H)", and inserting the follow
ing new clause: 

"(F) The publlcation of the existing levels 
of tax expenditures (the tax expenditure 
budget, consideration of their effect on fed
eral revenues and their relationship to mat
ters set forth in clauses (A) through (E) 
above." 

On page 23, line 10, Section 101 (a) is 
amended by relettering " (C ) " as "(D) " and 
inserting the folloWing new clause: 

"(C) to make continuing studies of tax 
expenditures and methods of coordinating 
the categories of tax expenditures policies 
and programs and direct budget outlays, and 
to report the results to the Senate on a re
curring basis." 

On page 24, line 19, Section 102(a) is 
amended by adding the following new sen
tence: "Such limitations and further sub
division shall take into account existing fed
eral tax expenditures in each such area of 
allocations or subdivision." 

On page 25, line 7, Section 102 (a) is 
amended· by relettering " (f) " and " (g) " as 
"(g)" and "(h)", and inserting the following 
new paragraph: 

"The publication of the existing level of 
tax expenditures (the tax expenditure 
budget) , consideration of their effect on fed
eral revenues and their relationship to the 
matters set forth in paragraphs (a) through 
(e) above." 

On page 25, Hne 22, Section 102 (a) is 
amended by renumbering "(3)" as "(4)", 
and inserting the following new clause: 

"(3) to make continuing studies of tax 
expenditures and methods of coordinating 
the categories of tax expenditure policies and 
programs and direct budget outlays, and to 
report the results to the House on a recur
ring basis. 

On page 30, line 24, Section 202 (a) is 
amended by adding the following clause 
after the word "authority." "and tax 
expenditures" 

On page 32, line 9, Section 202(d) is 
amended by striking everything after "forth" 
to the end of that sentence, and inserting 
the following: "The existing levels of tax ex
penditures and an estimate, based on pro
jected economic factors , of any anticipated 
change in the level of tax expenditures for 
the fiscal year referred to above." 

On page 32, line 21, Section 202 (e) is 
amended by adding the following new sen
tence: "The information shall include the 
effects of tax expendit ures on the above." 

On page 34, line 15, Section 301 (a) is 
amended by renumbering paragraph "(5)" 
as " ( 6) " and inserting the following new 
paragraph: 

"(5) TAX EXPENDITURE BUDGET.-The tax 
expenditure budget by major budget cate
gory;" 

On page 58, line 24, Section 501(a) is 
amended by striking everything after "title," 
through "be)," on page 59, line 1. 

On page 61, line 12, Section 602(a) is 
amended by striking everything after "sep
arately" and inserting the following: "The 
existing levels of tax expenditures and an 
estimate based on projected economic fac
tors, of any anticipated change in the level 
of tax expenditures for that fiscal year." 

On page 63, line 5, Section 602 is amended 
by inserting the following phrase after the 
word "programs": "including assistance 
from tax expenditures" 

On page 63, line 21, at the end of that 
line add the following: "or tax expenditure" 

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 
1973-AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENT NO. 560 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. ABOUREZK submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (S. 2335) to amend the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961, and for other 
purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 562 

<Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. HUMPHREY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill <S. 2335), supra. 

AMENDMENT NO . 563 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself, Mr. 
JAVITS, and Mr. DoLE) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
them jointly to the bill <S. 2335), supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 564 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. JA VITS submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill (S. 2335), supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 566 

<Ordered to be printed, and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. HELMS submitted amendments, 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill <S. 2335), supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 567 

<Ordered to be printed, and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. FULBRIGHT submitted an 
amendment, intended to be proposed by 
him, to the bill (S. 2335) supra. 

BILINGUAL COURTS ACT-AMEND
MENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 565 

<Ordered to be printed and referred 
to the Committee o~ the Judiciary.) 

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, on May 
7 I introduced S. 1724, the Bilingual 
Courts bill, to give all non-English 
speaking citizens a right to interpreters 
in judicial proceedings. 

This legislation is vitally needed if we 
are going to protect individuals handi
capped by their inability to speak or 
understand the English language so as to 
comprehend the charges made against 
them. It is a protection demanded by the 
Constitution and fully recognized by the 
courts. 

Therefore, as a result of extensive con
versations with many individuals deeply 
interested in seeing this legislation pass, 
I offer an amendment to S. 1724 pro
posing that certain changes be made 

which should strengthen and improve 
the measure without in any way negating 
its original intent. These changes are 
as follows: 

First. The population figure estab
lished in section 2 for the purpose of 
designating certified bilingual districts 
unnecessarily excludes certain minority 
groups whose numbers are not reflected 
in the census statistics as strongly as 
those of other non-English speaking 
groups, but whose rights to courtroom 
interpreters are nevertheless equal. For 
this reason, I have amended the bill to 
provide that all individuals have the right 
to interpretation where the need is dem
onstrated. 

Second. Section 3<a> (1) which makes 
the granting of simultaneous interpreta
tion in criminal proceedings a matter of 
judicial discretion is retained; however, 
once granted, the right is broadened to 
encompass all phases of the proceedings, 
including arraignment, hearings, and 
trial. 

Third. Another provision is a-dded 
[section 2(a) (2) of the amendment} 
which permits a judge to determine in 
a civil proceeding whether translation 
should be simultaneous, consecutive or 
summary. However, if a party requests 
simultaneous translation, then the court 
must give the request special considera
tion. The purpose here is to insure maxi
mum protection of a non-English speak
ing party's rights even in civil proceed
ings, while recognizing that in certain 
cases where the factual issues are of a 
highly technical nature, the interests o! 
justice may still be served and the pro
ceedings expedited by interpretation 
that is not simultaneous. 

Fourth. The provision in section 2 per
taining to certification of interpreters is 
strengthened to require the use of a cer
tified interpreter for any individual in
capable of speaking or understanding 
the English language. An interpreter not 
so certified can only be used after the 
court has demonstrated that it was un
able to locate a certified interpreter. 

While this establishes the funda
mental right to a highly qualified inter
preter, it also recognizes the fact that in 
certain areas of the country a particular 
non-English language is spoken only by 
few individuals or the language is gen
erally one of such rarity that interpre
ters certified in the language are 
unavailable. 

Fifth. In lieu of the provision requir
ing electronic recording of the entire 
proceedings in all cases, a provision is 
substituted which permits the judge dis
cretion in requiring such records. This 
change would reduce costs while still 
providing for adequate verification of 
the official transcript of the proceedings. 
The possibility of error in translation 
from one language to another, which 
such recordings are designed to detect, 
will also be substantially lessened by the
use of certified interpreters. This is also 
reinforced by the addition of language 
requiring the Director of the Adminis
trative Office of the Courts to direct the 
employment of certified, full-time or 
part-time interpreters where justified. 

Sixth. A provision is added requiring 
the Director of the Administrative Office 
of the Courts to report to the Congress. 



September 28, 1973 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 31943 
annually on the frequency of requests 
for, and the use and effectiveness of in
terpreters pursuant to the provisions 
established in this bill. 

Seventh. In lieu of the provisions per
taining to payment of interpreter's fees 
and recording costs, language is substi
tuted which requires payment of such 
fees and costs in all criminal proceedings 
by funds appropriated to the Judiciary. 
In civil proceedings, the court may, at 
its discretion, direct that all or part of 
such expenses be apportioned between 
the parties or allowed as costs in the 
action. 

With these changes, I believe that 
the legislation will be substantially 
enhanced. 

I urge the Senate to give its strong 
support to this measure. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF AN 
AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 535 

At the request of Mr. TuNNEY, the 
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN
NEDY), the Senator from lllinois <Mr. 
STEVENSON), the Senator from South 
Dakota <Mr. ABOUREZK), and the Senator 
from Utah <Mr. Moss) were added as co
sponsors of amendment No. 535, intended 
to be proposed by Mr. TuNNEY (for him
self, Mr. HUMPHREY, and Mr. CRANSTON) 
to the bill (S. 2335) the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1973. 

· NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON 
S. 794 AND S. 2292 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I wish 
to announce that the Subcommittee on 
Labor will hold open hearings on October 
4, 1973 at 10 a.m. in room 4232, Dirksen 
Senate Office Building, on S. 794 and S. 
2292 to amend the National Labor Rela
tions Act to extend its coverage and pro
tection to employees of nonprofit hospi
tals. Testimony will be received from the 
AFL-CIO. For further information con
tact the Subcommittee on Labor, room 
G-237, Dirksen Senate Office Building, 
telephone number 225-3674. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

NEW STUDY SHOWS FAILURE 
OF BUSING 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, those of 
us who have opposed the concept of 
forced busing of schoolchildren to 
achieve racial balance have argued that 
such a system injures the educational 
process by placing an artificial goal
balance-ahead of the proper goal of ed
ucation, education itself. 

Our opponents have argued that in 
fact education was promoted by busing, 
contending that the achievement levels 
of black students were being adversely 
affected by the lack of racial balance in 
the schools. Black children, they main
tained, would get a better education in 
appropriately balanced schools than they 
would otherwise. That being the case, 
the goal of quality education would be 
served by busing. 

At the time that argument was ad
vanced, there was no empirical data by 

which to prove or disprove the busing 
proponents' theory. Now that we have 
had busing schemes in effect for several 
years in some cities, however, a factual 
study of the results is possible. 

Such a study has been prepared by 
Jeffrey J. Leech, and published in the 
Indiana Law Review. It demonstrates 
conclusively that the probusing theory 
was not correct. Busing has not increased 
the achievement levels of black students. 
Indeed, most cities reported that the 
achievement gap between white and 
black students had widened after busing. 

In view of this factual evidence, it 
should be obvious that busing is not 
needed and not warranted. The Leech 
study removes any trace of an intellectu
ally honest foundation for busing. I do 
not see how any Senator can now sup
port the continuance of this system, and 
I believe this body should move swiftly 
to outlaw its existence, preferably by 
constitutional amendment. 

A good summary of the Leech study 
has been published by the Indianapolis 
News, and I would ask unanimous con
sent that it be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

There being no objection, the summary 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SUMMARY-NEW STUDY SHOWS FAn.URE OF 
BusiNG 

(By Stan Evans) 
Citizens perplexed by the issue o! busing 

and wondering what the controversy 1s all 
about now have a solidly !actual answer 
available to them. 

The Indiana Law Review, 735 W. New York 
St., has published an extensive study o! the 
issue conducted by ... Jeffery J. Leech, 
which answers most o! the major questions 
in admirable fashion. . . . 

Leech traces the development o! the bus
ing movement from both a legal and socio
logical standpoint-beginning with the Su
preme Court's 1954 decision in Brown vs. 
Board o! Education, embracing the Coleman 
Report and the education studies o! the Fed
eral bureaucracy, and concluding with the 
somewhat cryptic utterances o! Chief Justice 
Warren Burger. 

The author shows !rom these and other 
sources that the object o! busing is to sur
round Negro children with white culture and 
white schoolmates, on the theory that such 
enforced association will improve learning 
skills, raise achievement horizons, and 
smooth out racial antagonisms. This so-called 
"contact" theory was a sociological creation 
more or less invented to replace all the other 
previous theories about increased spending, 
pupil-teacher ratios, etc., that had already 
failed. 

Now that we have had several years o! 
ext ensive busing, Leech observes, it is pos
sible to find out whether the theory is right 
or not. A year ago David Armor o! Harvard 
caused a considerable stir by examining the 
evidence on half-a-dozen experiments with 
busing which failed to demonstrate any o! 
the hoped-!or ef!ects and in many cases pro
duced the opposite o! the results intended. 
Now Leech has extended the survey to in 
elude data above and beyond the researches 
o! Armor. 

" ... of the 10 cities which have systemati
cally studied the effects o! busing on the 
achievement levels o! school children," Leech 
concludes, "one shows moderate gains (Sac
ramento), two show mixed results (Hart
ford-New Haven, Rochester) three are in
conclusive (Buffalo, Evanston, White Plains), 
and four show either losses or no significant 
gains (Ann Arbor, Berkeley, Boston, River-

side). In every city studied, busing failed to 
reduce the gap between black and white 
achievement. 

"In fact, most cities reported that the 
achievement gap had grown even larger 
after busing. Scholars who have reviewed the 
evidence, including Armor, Bell, Edmonds, 
Glazer, and S t . John, have concluded that 
busing has little 1f any ef!ect on the academic 
achievement of either black or white chil
dren. Thus, the most recent sociological evi
dence !ails to confirm a basic premise un
derlying the rationale for court-ordered bus
ing, i.e., that it will positively af!ect the 
academic performance o! minority chil
dren." 

Leech also examines data concerning self
esteem, achievement goals, and racial har
mony and comes to similar conclusions. In 
case after case, he finds the result of busing 
to be psychologically harmful rather than 
beneficial, and in particular to be a source 
o! racial friction rather than amity. He 
notes several cases where antagomisms were 
directly traceable to busing and adds that 
"in no city did busing appear to increase 
interracial contact or better interracial un
derstanding." 

It 1s in alleged pursuit o! these goals that 
busing has been promoted in all cities stud
ied and numerous others including our own, 
at enormous cost in dollars spent and dis
ruption o! the affected communities. Leech 
urges a searching reappraisal of the whole 
af!air, concluding that "in light o! the tre
mendous social, political, and economic costs 
being paid !or busing, the absence of any 
consistent educational gains, the deleterious 
psychological impact o! busing upon black 
children, and the increasing polarization o! 
the races, such a re-examination is long 
overdue." 

SOMETHING NEW UNDER THE SUN 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, in the past 
9 months no single subject has received 
more discussion than our soaring food 
prices. If the problem were not such a 
severe one that has created such a hard
ship for so many families, one might say 
that the entire matter had been over
discussed, overanalyzed, and overplayed. 

And surely one would think that by 
now there would be nothing new left to 
say on the subject. But I am pleased that 
this is not the case. We are an inventive 
and problem-solving people, always 
ready with fresh solutions to difficult 
problems. 

Just this past Friday, the Salt Lake 
City Deseret News published an editorial 
that contains a number of new, and I 
believe, very sound ideas on what might 
be done to hold down food prices while 
we strive to increase agricultural pro
ductivity and supply. The editorial men
tions such measures as centralization of 
operations at the retail level, cutting 
down on overhead, and the possibility of 
applying certain technological innova
tions. 

As the editorial notes, Salt Lake City 
has been particularly hard hit by the 
recent rise in food prices, and now ranks 
fourth in average food prices among 20 
major cities across the Nation. 

It is essential that Congress continue 
to take steps that will enable supply to 
meet demand, which in the long run is 
the only way to achieve price stability. 
But in the meantime, the suggestions 
put forward by the Deseret News have 
considerable merit. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
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torial from the September 21 edition of 
the Deseret News be printed in the REc
ORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 

HERE'S A HIGH RATING SALT LAKE CITY 
CAN Do WITHOUT 

If anyone has a reasonable explanation for 
the way food prices seem to have increased 
more sharply in Salt Lake City than in many 
other parts of the country, let's hear it. 

In terms of average prices !or a typical 
market basket of food items, Salt Lake City 
has gone from 12th among 20 major cities 
across the nation to fourth place. 

One factor may be the increasing trend to
ward seven-day-a-week, 24-hours-a-day gro
cery stores. Unless the laws of economics have 
been repealed, staying open longer means 
higher overhead and other operating costs-
and eventually these increased costs of doing 
business must be passed along to consumers. 
But the trend to around-the-clock operations 
never has been confined to Utah grocers but 
has been under way in many other parts of 
the country for a year or more. 

At first glance, it may seem strange that 
Salt Lake City has the fourth highest price 
for sugar even though sugar refj.ning is an 
important Utah industry. But don't read too 
much into that !act because sugar is pro
duced in some 30 states besides Utah-and 
prices are high in some of those places, too. 

The increase in Salt Lake City's ranking in 
the market basket survey may reflect not so 
much an increase in local food prices as a de
cline in certain food prices elsewhere. On the 
East Coast there is said to have been a sig
nificant decline in some prices since A&P, 
the nation's largest grocery chain, abandoned 
food stamps and cut prices so sharply the 
firm lost more than $50 million the past year. 
But even this seems like only a partial ex
planation !or what's happened in Salt Lake 
City. 

Whatever the causes may be, the best hope 
of preventing sharp increases in food costs in 
the future-beyond increasing farm supplies 
and abandoning federal controls that create 
artificial shortages-lies in productivity im
provement in the food marketing system. 

For instance, xnany supermarkets are sajd 
to use larger loading pallets than those used 
by wholesalers. As a result, when food prod
ucts are moved from one place to another, 
they often must be unloaded and reloaded by 
hand. Standardizing pallets could be a great 
saver of labor costs. 

More chain stores could cut all of their 
meat at a central location, eliminating the 
added expenses involved in meat-cutting at 
individual stores. 

Moreover, the Unl!orm Grocery Product 
Code Council, a group of food processing and 
retailing stores, is pushing a plan which 
could eliminate the checker in supermarkets 
of the future. The plan features the stamp
ing of a symbol on every product, which 
would enab-le an optical scanner to record the 
price automatically and add up the shopper's 
total food b111. 

Consumers may never again see food prices 
as low as they were before politicians started 
tinkering With the economy. But With in
creased supplies of many farm products on 
the way, prices ought to go down somewhat. 
And when you're only No. 4 as Salt Lake City 
seems to be, you ought to try harder-to be
come No. 5 or get an even lower ranking 1n 
the market basket ratings. 

POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC IMPLI
CATIONS OF MULTINATIONAL 
CORPORATIONS 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, one of the 
most hotly debated issues in recent 

months has been the political and eco
nomic implications of multinational cor
porations. Recently, the United Nations 
established a panel to study multina
tionals, and Congress also must devote 
greater attention to the issues raised by 
their growth. I am delighted that the 
chairman of the U.N. panel is my good 
friend, Mr. L. K. Jha, the former Ambas
sador of India to the United States. 
Among those who testified before Mr. 
Jha at the recent public hearings in New 
York was the very articulate vice chair
man of the board of the E. I. du Pont de 
Nemours & Co., of Wilmington, Del., Mr. 
Irving S. Shapiro. 

I believe that the testimony and rec
ommendations of Mr. Shapiro should be 
of great interest to my colleagues as the 
viewPoint of one business leader. I ask 
unanimous consent that Mr. Shapiro's 
testimony be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the testi
mony was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

REMARKS OF IRVING S . SHAPmO 

SEPTEMBER 11, 1973. 
To most practicing businessmen, this hall 

is an unaccustomed environment. But so too, 
I admit, is the glare of the spotlight that has 
been focused the past few years on the multi
national corporation. Subjects rooted in eco
nomics seldom command the attention given 
to political affairs. But the multinational en
terprise must certainly be one of the 20 most 
talked-about worldwide subjects of the day. 
It has been inspected, analyzed and debated 
in millions of words. Some make sense. Others 
are nonsense. The time has come to bring 
order and perspective to a chaotic body of 
thought and, regardless of the outcome of 
this group's work, it will be useful 1! it con
tributes to that end. 

The examination that you are now under
taking, if done in a thorough and objective 
manner-as we know it will be-wlll allay 
the concern of some that corporations with 
worldwide interests are becoming laws unto 
themselves, answerable to no sovereign au
thority. 

All multinational companies are not alike. 
Since I plan to speak today as a represen ta
tive of one company, you can perhaps under
stand me better 1! I describe it briefly. 

E. I. du Pont de Nemours and Company 
ranks 23rd in total sales among the manu
facturing multinationals listed in the Re
port before you. Its sales volume this year 
will be something over $5 blllion, of which 
about 20 per cent wlll be outside the United 
States. It is headquartered in the U.S., but 
of its 200 manufacturing and processing fa
cilities, 94 are in 26 countries outside the 
United States. Worldwide employment is over 
126,000, a fifth outside the U.S. Total invest
ment of Du Pont and its subsidiaries and 
affiliates is $8.5 billion, of which $1.6 blllion 
is outside the U.S. 

Du Pont business activities outside the 
United States include manufacturing, proc
essing, marketing, importing, exporting, li
censing and fundamental and applied re
search. They are carried out through the 
parent company and overseas companies in 
which parent company ownership ranges 
from less than 25 per cent to 100 per cent. 

Du Pont's business is chemicals and we 
make about 1600 product lines. We are basi
cally suppliers of ingredients to many differ
ent industries, and for the most pa-rt we are 
not integrated backwards into raw materials 
or forward into the consumer market. Our 
products have a high technological content, 
and our business 1s oriented toward ex
tremely high-volume production. The na
ture of the chemical industry makes our op
erations capital-intensive; plant construe-

tion and modernization have cost more than 
11 per cent of net sales volume for the past 
five years. 

Probably the most notable attribute of our 
operations is the intensity and scope of our 
research and development, which not only 
yields new and improved products, but also 
iucreases the efficiency and lowers the cost 
of our processes. 

Now. as to the substance of the Report 
about which you have asked our views. 

It occurs to me that its utillty as a work
ing paper might have been enhanced had 
there been more detailed discussion of the 
constructive role of the multinational cor
porations as an effective economic instru
ment and perhaps some informed speculation 
as to what the state of the world economy 
might be today 1f multinationals had been 
stifled at an early stage of gestation. I trust 
that this omission will be corrected in your 
deliberations. 

The Report has many merits. I must add, 
however, that we are somewhat distressed by 
1ts adversarial tone-its implicit conviction 
that the goals of multinational corporations 
and the goals of people and national entities 
are fundamentally in disagreement and per
haps irreconcilable. Although we readily 
agree that there are tensions in this system, 
as there are in any system, we contend that 
the overall economic process has a broad 
and all-inclusive goal-the effective use of 
the world's resources in behalf of all. That 
goal is shared by producers, consumers, and 
nations alike, regardless of the short-term 
incentives by which each may be motivated. 
Viewed in this light, points of controversy 
can often be more easily and equitably 
resolved. 

The collective and individual size of multi
national corporations, which the Report em
phasizes, should be no surprise to those who 
understand the practicalities of modern 
business. In numerous industries, including 
our own, the cost and ava1lab111ty of many 
goods are highly sensitive to the economies 
of scale, which require enormous aggrega
tions of capital. 

In our case, for example, a manufactur.ing 
plant for one of the fibers we make with a 
5 million pounds a year capacity would cost 
about $2.00 per pound of capacity to build 
and its operation would be high-cost and 
inefficient. A plant for the same product 20 
times as large costs only $.70 per pound of 
capacity and operates with low cost and high 
efficiency. There's a signlflcance to that dif
ference that goes beyond our balance sheet. 
Only the well-to-do can afford the output 
of the small plant. It wastes resources, and 
that waste is paid for by the consumer and, 
more broadly, by society at large. That larger 
plant, with its low-price product, inciden
tally, would cost as much as $70 million and 
would require an ingredients plant costing 
another $75 m1llion. And it would make only 
a dent in the 53 blllion-pound-a-year world
wide demand for fibers. Only a large orga
nization can assemble that $145 million and 
create the technology and the know-how 
that make it work. The example is repeated 
in our other product lines; an efficient 
plastics resin manufacturing plant costs 
about $100 million, one for synthetic dyes 
comes in at $60 million. And the same prin
cipl~ applies to other industries like auto
mobiles, primary metals, and petroleum. In 
enterprises like ours, size is dictated by the 
nature of the business, not by the reach of 
its owners. 

Some thoughtful people have phUosophica.l 
difficulties with large aggregations of produc
tive resources, but I submit that they are 
essential in the producer m1x 1:f the level 
of goods and services available to all the 4 
billion people in this world is to be raised 
perceptibly. 

In our case, the considerations of size also 
affect the location of our operations. The 
Report points out that only one-third of 
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multinational corporation foreign invest
ment 1s in developing countries; our own 
ratio is lower than that. Since we are not in 
the extractive industries and since we sell 
to large-volume industrial consumers, it is 
the size and character of the potential mar
ket that determine where we go. We expand 
into developing countries when there is a 
fit between their needs and our capabilities. 
Brazil's economy has, for example, recently 
matured to the point that it requires basic 
chemicals in substantial volume, and we are 
expanding our production there in wholly
owned and joint ventures with both the 
government and local enterprise. To have 
done so earlier would have been unproduc
tive both for Brazil and for us. 

Technology transfer is an aspect of the 
multinational debate in which we have a. 
special interest as a high-technology com
pany. The value of technology seems to be 
generally accepted, as is the unique role of 
the multinational corporation in both de
veloping it and making it available in one 
way or another. What is sometimes forgotten 
is that technology is a capital asset, bought 
and paid for, just as a. manufacturing plant 
is. Du Pont spends over a quarter of a bil
lion dollars a year on research and develop
ment. Forty-five hundred people in U.S. and 
overseas laboratories that cost- $363 million 
are engaged 1n it and they do it very well. 
But the risks are exteremly high. Only one 
out of twenty projects ever results in a. com
mercial development. That's just the kind 
of business 1t is. But the effort is enormously 
expensive and our costs must be recovered 
in the products we sell, both at home and 
abroad. I! we negotiate hard about the value 
of technology in our dealings with govern
ment and others, it is because we un~erstand 
very well what it costs and what its worth. 

Royalty and licensing income is small, 
however, in comparison with our rsearch and 
development costs. Over the past ten years, 
it has amounted to $254 million, one-tenth 
of the $2 billion, 430 million expenditures 
on technological development over the same 
period. 

The worldwide patent system is sometimes 
criticized because it grants the investing or
ganization the exclusive use of its inventions 
for a period of time. From our viewpoint, it 
is precisely the proprietary rights granted by 
the patent system that make research and 
development worth doing. There is little 
practical incentive to incur the costs of in
vention, 1! its commercial fruits are to go 
to competitors. Any substantial relaxation of 
the patent institution would tend to stifle 
the creation of new and needed technology. 

Although we prefer to utilize our tech
nology in our own plants, we are open to 
making it available by other means in
cluding licensing, joint ventures, sales, and 
other appropriate methods. We have fre
quently done this in the past and expect to 
do so in the future. 

Reference is frequently made in the re
port to the political and soclal pressures 
exerted on and by the international eco
nomic system. Not much popular attention 
is paid, however, to the controlling influence 
of competition, which is often brushed off 
by the report with references to oligopoly. 
You gentlemen would be proceeding under 
an erroneous assumption 1! you should con
clude that multinational corporations work 
their own wills, without a restraining force 
in the marketplace. Our experience is ex
actly to the contrary. For example, nylon is 
an important element of our business. We 
invented it and have about a billion and a 
half dollars invested in it. There are now 
more than 100 producers worldwide and they 
compete head-to-head with us wherever we 
go. Prices have declined by almost 50 per cent 
in 15 years despite infia.tion, and our share 
of the market has dropped substantially. 
We don't dictate what happens in the nylon 

market; nobody does, except the customer, 
who puts a. value on the product according 
to his own self-interest. We are the largest 
fiber producer in the world, but in Western 
Europe, despite a. $400 million investment, 
we supply less than 4 per cent of synthetic 
fibers sold there. The same pattern holds 
for most of our product lines and in most 
markets wt.ere we operate. Competition ap
plies to the licensing of technology as well. 
The last time we negotiated to sell one of 
our manufacturing processes, we were one 
of six companies bidding aggressively for 
the business. Competition is based not only 
on price, but also on quality and all the 
terms and conditions of sale. Whether our 
competitors are multinational companies or 
local producers, they impose a discipline 
upon us that is as strict as any enforced by 
governments. The marketplace has harsh 
rules and regulates effectively in behalf of 
the customer. 

Discussions of the impacts and tensions, 
real or potential, that are attributed to 
multinational corporations in international 
relations 1llum1nate the fact that the most 
consequential decisions about multinational 
corporations are, and properly should be, 
made by the nation-states. The largest of 
the important issues involve relationships 
between nations and the consequences of 
diverse national policies. Cross-border trans
actions would be no problem, nor would 
trade and monetary matters, if national pol
icies were harmonized. 

Extraterritoriality and home-host country 
relationships are matters for agreement 
among governments. Business organizations 
are essentially bystanders in matters of this 
magnitude. They are nonsovereign and not 
laws unto themselves, despite implications 
in the report to the contrary. They are sub
ject to the control of nation-states. Despite 
isolated examples, their power to unduly in
fluence governments is largely theoretical. 
Neither Du Pont nor lts subsidiaries has 
ever subverted, or even significantly in
fluenced, national policy. On the other hand, 
even in the case of smaller nations, govern
mental power to control is enormous, rang
ing from the subtleties of taxation to ex
propriation. 

We believe that everyor.e would benefit if 
there were reasonable uniformity and sta
bility in the laws and rules affecting busi
ness, both national and multinational, in 
such matters as taxation, incentives, busi
ness practices and environmental protec
tion. Not absolute uniformity, since the sit
uation of a developing country in Africa or 
Latin America is different than that of an 
industrialized country in Europe. And not 
absolute stability since needs and conditions 
change. 

Before I turn to the recommendations of 
the staff report, I'd like to take a look at one 
of the fundamentals before us. Politically the 
world is fragmented; it always has been and, 
short of a miracle, it always will be. I accept 
that as a fact of life, but I am a devoted and 
optimistic advocate of what I call one-world 
economics. There are no geographical bound
aries to the material needs of people and no 
justification in morals or ethics for some 
nations to be haves and others to be have
nets. Our economic system, like our politics, 
sprang from national origins, and when its 
capability was limited, its incentives were 
linked to national well-being. But there has 
been a. change. Now, thanks mainly to tech
nology and industrialization and to develop
ments in communication and transportation, 
production capacity with its supporting 
structure has matured to the point that it 
can look beyond national boundaries to the 
task of meeting needs on a worldwide scale. 

One-world economics envisions worldwide 
needs as a worldwide market and the world
wide business structure as a resource for 
meeting its needs. It is an escalation of na-

tiona.! economic systems and attitudes to a. 
global scale. It is an extension and refinement 
oL the European community idea in which 
nations and business alike are making the 
accommodations necessary to maximize the 
benefits of resources, technology and indus
trialization for all. 

The demands of the worldwide market, as 
we see it, are by no means uniform; not 
everybody wants television sets and some 
people prefer cotton to nylon. The mechan
ism for supplying the demands is not uni
form, either; it includes multinationals, of 
course, but as based on thousands of national 
companies and state enterprises of varying 
size and function. In one-world economics, 
the objective is to fill whatever material 
needs exist wherever they are and, as in any 
good business deal, there are benefits for 
both sides. Business can make a !air profit to 
satisfy its objectives while helping nations 
and people improve their well-being to satisfy 
theirs. Unlike one-world politics, one-world 
economics is within reach. The productive 
system is proven out, and much of it is in 
place. What remains is to harness it effec
tively to the worldwide task. 

Some of the staff recommendations speak 
directly to that objective. 

A common code of behavior for multina
tional-and, for that matter, national-busi
ness would be a. logical and construct! ve step 
so long as it were accompanied by parallel 
standards for other parties to the arrange
ments-government and labor. 

The International Chamber of Commerce 
guidelines, with their references to respect 
for national policies and objectives, among 
other subjects, may be a. good starting point. 
However compiled, such codes should estab
lish reasonable criteria and should reflect a 
balance between all the interests involved, 
not only as a matter of equity but also to 
make the system work. Codes dreamed up in 
a vacuum are meaningless and these should 
be hammered out by the participants, with 
business as well as others having a. hand in 
their framing. 

The existence of codes automatically leads 
to thoughts of a mechanism for overseeing 
their implementation. The record of interna
tional regulatory mechanisms is uneven at 
best and massive problems would be encoun
tered in constructing another one. But one
world economics will req-·' re us to break new 
ground. GATT comes to mind as a device 
that has worked rather well, despite some 
shortcomings. It has the desira.ble elements 
of predictable rules, reciprocity, long-term 
flexibility, and adjudication. The time may 
not be right for a full-fledged GAT:' for in
vestment, but serious exploration of the 
possibility may lead to an evolutionary de
velopment that would be acceptable to all 
concerned. We :;auld like to participate in 
the study. 

On the other hand, we are opposed to the 
concept of supranational corporations. Even 
in a one-world economy, citizens will be 
subject to national law and we don't think 
that any corporate entity ought to have a 
special status. 

A number of the Report's recommendations 
deal with the purposeful collection and dis
semination of data. and the provision of a 
forum for debate. For our part, we already 
furnish mountains of statistics to home and 
host governments, and I suspect that much 
of what is wanted is already in existence. 
On the surface, data-gathering and debat
ing seem sound enough proposals, yet there 
are hazards in their execution. Data are sub
ject to interpretation and even distortion, 
especially when there is an avowed purpose 
"to influence public opinion." Safeguards 
against one-sided and adversaria.l use of in
formation are of critical importance. 

The staff's proposal for greater harmoniza
tion of national policies, particularly in the 
areas of taxation and incentives, makes un-
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commonly good sense. Such measure£ would 
not unduly impair national sovereignties and 
they would deal with the root cause of some 
of the perceived potential problems. 

They would be an integral part of the 
home, host-country and regional programs, 
which are also covered by the recommenda
tions. These programs are crucial to the issues 
under discussion, more important in the 
near-term than any likely international ac
tions. The producer side of one-world 
economics is ready; , the rules have to be 
written in national capitals, hopefully with 
international consultation and in harmony 
with each other. 

The regional programs seem to us to be a 
promlsing avenue to accelerated progress in 
economic development, so long as their ob
jective 1s really to seize the opportunities 
that are available. We would welcome the 
chance to look at regions, with their larger 
markets, to see 1! there 1s a fit between their 
needs and our capabilities. The European 
Economic Community is obviously not a 
model that can be literally followed by every
one else, but it works and it oould be a 
guide !or other nations. 

The recommendation that an international 
organization supply additional technical ex
pertise and training to developing countries 
is a beneficial one, in cases where those func
tions are needed and wanted. Everyone is 
better of! when the role of technology and 
the industrialization process are thoroughly 
understood and when development goals are 
well defined. I! outside technical assistance 
is needed to achieve those ends, we are all for 
it. As a practical observation, incidentally, 
the people in developing countries who have 
sat across the tables from us have been 
technically informed and hard bargainers. 

In this connection, there is a real need 
for a better fiow of information between na
tions and business on the working level. Bus
iness ought to have a better knowledge of 
what nations need and they, in turn, need a 
better understanding of what multinationals 
can bring under what set of conditions. 

I think the United Nations could help 
bring that exchange about. In Du Pont we 
have a device called the development con
ference in which we sit down with high-level 
members of customer companies and explore 
in detail what they need and what we can 
provide. Eyeball-to-eyeball contact of prin
cipals provides a clear and realistic evalua
tion of our value to each other and business 
of mutual benefit results. 

we think that this device would work on 
a larger scale. Suppose that !our or five high
level business representatives were to sit 
down with top national leaders of develop
ing countries-one country at a time or per
haps more-accompanied by whatever tech
nical experts seemed appropriate and ex
changed information about national ob
jectives, the investment cllmate, wage pollcy, 
social development, tax problems, the need 
for reasonable profits, technology transfer 
and simllar subjects. The objective would 
not be to discuss specific projects--that 
would come later-but to fac111tate a ra
tional matching of needs and capab111ties, 
which is one objective in my view of one
world economics. The United Nations could 
be the force behind such meetings, and Du 
Pont, for one, would be more than willing 
to enter into them. We believe that they 
would produce positive results, both long
and short -term. 

on a closing note, one-world economics 
is based on our side on t he profit motive, 
a fact about which we we are neither defen
sive or apologetic. The profit sytsem is a stern 
and creative mechanism !or the allocation 
and maximization of resources and despite 
its imperfections, it has worked well for most 
of the world. We do take, however, a long 
view of profits and recognize that they can 

continue only if we merit in the broadest 
sense the continuing favor of customers, em
ployees, home country and host -countries 
and others. Corporate responsibility is a 
business imperative as well as a moral ob
ligation. 

We are convinced that international busi
ness is here to stay, and that it , together 
with national business everywhere, can work 
in the service of mankind. One-world eco
nomics 1s on t he way and nations and busi
nesses alike should work to make it happen. 

RHODESIA 
Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, in the REc

ORD of September 27, I noted the distin
guished senior Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR.) VOiced several 
objections to the upcoming vote on legis
lation placing this Nation back in compli
ance with U.N. sanctions against southern 
Rhodesia. 

Therefore, I would like to take this 
opportunity to respond to my colleague's 
observations and point out that I, too, 
share many of these concerns. 

However, I do disagree with his obser
vation that there has never been a vote in 
the Congress to impose sanctions against 
Rhodesia and that the sanctions were 
unilaterally imposed by the President 
of the United States. I responded to this 
concern on June 22, 1973-page 20878 
in the RECORD--when I pointed out the 
constitutional basis for President John
son's action is to be found in the United 
Nations Participation Act of 1945, which 
was passed overwhelmingly by the Con
gress of the United States by a vote of 
89-2. There can be no question that con
gressional approval of both the United 
Nations Charter and the United Nations 
Participation Act clearly gives the Presi
dent of the United States the authority 
to make a judgment on a mandatory 
Security Council resolution. If such ac
tions are not in the best interests of our 
Nation, then the United States has the 
veto power in the Security Council to 
block any resolutions it so desires. 

In my June 22 statement, I also noted 
that I had taken an oath to uphold and 
defend the Constitution and laws of the 
United States. Nowhere in that oath am 
I sworn to uphold and defend all laws 
except the United Nations Participation 
Act of 1945. 

I would also point out that I am a firm 
advocate of proceeding through legal 
channels if we find existing law detri
mental to our interests as a nation. In 
this regard, I would point out that the 
United Nations has a provision whereby 
those nations can be granted exceptions 
to the Security Council Resolution impos
ing economic sanctions against Rhodesia, 
if it can be shown that compliance with 
the resolution would work a hardship on 
that nation. Yet, none of the special in
terests who would have us unilaterally 
violate U.N. sanctions against Rhodesia 
have ever petitioned our Government to 
proceed through legal channels in ord~r 
to seek an exception due to econormc 
hardships. I am concerned with the ap
parent double standard that we set for 
the citizens of this Nation. We all claim 
to respect the law, but it is apparent 
there are special interests in our Nation 
who feel the law does not apply to them. 

In this connection, I would point out 
this Nation stands in violation of another 
law with our continued violation of sanc
tions against southern Rhodesia. I am re
ferring to section 307 of the Tariff Act 
of 1930 which prohibits this Nation from 
importing goods produced in Rhodesia by 
workers who are forced to comply with a 
Master and Servant Act, which imposes 
criminai conviction for any violations. 

In response to my distinguished col
league's call for a full-scale Senate de
bate on the United Nations, I could not 
agree with him more. In fact, it is ap
parent that he endorses the report to the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
submitted by the distinguished Senior 
Senator from Kansas (Mr. PEARSON) and 
me on our service as delegates to the 
27th United Nations General Assembly 
last fall. In that report we note that it 
would be worthwhile for both Congress 
and the executive branch to engage in a 
comprehensive analysis and discussion of 
the Lodge Commission Report in an ef
fort to begin implementing innovative 
approaches to our involvement in the 
U.N. We urge the Congress to do so and 
we urge the appropriate committees of 
both the Senate and the House to begin 
this in-depth study. 

My point is that we pursue the normal 
congressional channels in assessing the 
United Nations and determining what 
efforts we can exert to making our par
ticipation in particular, and the opera
tions of the U.N. in general, more effec
tive. 

Since the issue of our violation of 
sanctions against southern Rhodesia is 
not concerned with the merits of the 
United Nations, I would urge that my 
colleagues proceed with the vote on the 
basis of S. 1868, and on this basis alone. 
I recall that efforts over the past 2 years 
have been directed at resolving this issue 
by a straight up and down vote. I did not 
fear the results of those legislative ini
tiatives then, nor do I fear the results 
of our upcoming effort. I am a strong ad
vocate of allowing all members of this 
body to determine the merits of legisla
tion and exercising their right to do so. 
I do not fear the will of the Congress as 
I believe in the Congress of the United 
States and our constitutional heritage. 
To attempt to forestall the exercise of 
this right on the part of every individ
ual in this body shows an unwillingness 
to allow each individual to exercise his 
own judgment and will. 

In conclusion, I would like to com
ment briefly on the argument that 
Rhodesia's unilateral declaration of in
dependence from Great Britain can be 
compared to our experience of 200 years 
ago. I have long taken pride in our con
cepts of democracy and our historical 
support for the principle of majority 
rule. I strongly oppose the rule of a 
minority at the expense of the majority 
whether it be authoritarian rule ema
nating from philosophies on the right 
or on the left. I would hope that we are 
not being asked to discard another of 
our historical beliefs or that we are once 
again being called upon to demonstrate 
to the world that our rhetoric and ideals 
certainly are not matched by our actions. 
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NATIONAL TOURISM RESOURCES 

REVIEW COMMISSION 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, on July 25, 

1973, the National Tourism Resources 
Review Commission submitted its report, 
"Destination U.S.A.," to the President 
and the Congress. 

This excellent report discusses in de
tail the travel needs and resources of the 
United States, and addresses the many 
problems that confront world tourism. I 
commend the report to all of my col
leagues. For that reason I ask unanimous 
consent that the recommendations of 
the Commission be printed in the 
RECORD, so that each of us may have an 
opportunity to review and study the re
sults of this important study. 

There being no objection, the docu
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE COMMISSION 

In some ways the National Tourism Re
sources Review Commission feels like an ex
plorer who has stumbled upon a new con
tinent. 

Tourism is a vast economic and social 
phenomenon that has largely been Ignored 
by Americans, even though most participate 
in it and an impressive number benefit 
from it. 

A great part of the Commission's work was 
prosaic--defining, measuring, analyzing. 
These tasks were made diffi.cult by the la
mentable state of the tourism data resource. 

A few broad conclusions were reached, even 
though they cannot be stated with ultimate 
precision. Tourism in the United States is a 
huge enterprise. In 1970 tourism spending 
totaled $50 blllion. Commission projections 
indicate spending at a rate of $127 blllion by 
1980. Simple arithmetic yields tourism ex
penditures and investments approaching a 
trlilion dollars for the decade. (See page 97, 
The Economic Impact of Tourism.) 

The Commission's analysis determined that 
tourism spending more than doubled be
tween 1960 and 1970 and may more than 
double again between 1970 and 1980. A large 
portion of the private U.S. work force-3.8 
percent or 2,300,000 people-were employed 
by tourism related enterprises In 1970. That 
number could increase 60 percent by 1980. 
In 1967 Americans took 361.2 mlllion trips. 
If more recent data were available, it would 
show a much higher total. 

Three factors contribute to the startling 
size of tourism and its extraordinary growth. 

First, income per household has been in
creasing, placing more and more households 
in higher income brackets. Since tourism is 
a discretionary activity, it is highly sensitive 
to household income increases that permit 
a smaller proportion to be budgeted for 
necessities and a consequently larger "sur
plus" to be spent on pleasant but not essen
tial activities such as tourism. 

Second, growth in population represents a 
continual upward pressure on spending 
totals. 

Third, an increase in leisure coupled with 
more convenient, less costly transportation 
and a generally higher level of education 
lead more people to more travel. Becoming a 
tourist is no longer difficult. 

Many of these factors pertain worldwide. 
Travel expenditures among all countries 
were $20 billion in 1971, an increase of 11 
percent over the previous year, and a pre
liminary estimate for 1972 is $25 billion. In
ternational tourism, is the largest single fac
tor in world trade. In all, 198 million visits 
to major tourism countries were made in 
1972. 

Establishing the dimension and rate of 
growth of tourism leads logically to concern 
about the tourism resource. The tremendous 

amount of activity must be serviced. Partly 
that means investment by the private sector 
in accommodations and transportation 
services and in incidentals that are diffi.cult 
to isolate but impressive in the aggregate. 
Partly it means demand for publicly pro
vided facilities-highways, .parks, recreation 
areas and airports. 

NEGATIVE EFFECTS 

Private resources tend to thrive as use in
creases. Higher hotel-motel occupancy means 
more revenue. More passengers mean higher 
airline load factors. The public resource does 
not benefit similarly. A national park is 
harmed by overuse. A heavily used highway 
becomes crowded. A congested airport means 
delay for passengers and, if congestion be
comes too severe, actual danger as aircraft 
compete for landing and approach space. 

More than anything else the Commission 
was impressed by the broad economic and 
social activities represented by tourism and 
the obllgation to mobillze them with effec
tive federal leadership. As this report shows, 
sound tourism planning will have an effect 
in areas where national goals are at stake: 
community development, environmental 
quality and the balance of payments, to 
name three important examples. The real 
result of expanded tourism and recreation 
facilities, the Commission concluded, will 
be improvement of the quality of life in 
America. 

As it prepared its report, Destination USA, 
the Commission mulled the problems of 
macrotourism while trying not to lose sight 
of microtourism. For all its size and com
plexity tourism comes down to a sh1gle ex
perience for an individual tourist. The re
port deals with the quality of that individual 
experience. Does it cost too much? Does it 
need to be protected? Should it be enhanced 
and how? 

Much of the report evaluates the federal 
role. The Commission's major conclusion was 
that this role needs to be made more effec
tive. Extensive governmental involvement in 
tourism already exists, particularly at the 
federal level. As the report establishes, how
ever, this involvement is fragmented and 
ineffi.cient and has internal contradictions. 
There are about 100 tourism related programs 
in more than 50 federal agencies. The major 
Commission recommendation is that a Na
tional Tourism Administration be estab
lished. Such a step does not imply creation 
of a new agency that would add another 
layer of bureaucracy to a cumbersome struc
ture, but rather a consolidation of present 
federal involvement. Under a single tourism 
agency programs would be coordinated, and 
some-in cases of duplication-would be 
eliminated. 

The National Tourism Administration 
would become responsible for a single federal 
policy that would specifically address tour
ism problems in the national interest and 
in the interest of both the tourism industry 
and the consumer. 

Americans have a high propensity to travel 
to other countries. While many foreigners 
visit the United States, their spending here 
does not come close to balancing what Amer
icans spend abroad. The result is a travel def
icit that makes up a significant part of the 
overall balance of payments deficit. This def
icit puts a severe strain on the stab111ty of 
the dollar in the international economy. 

The United States Travel Service (USTS) 
in the Department of Commerce is respon
sible for promoting the United States as a 
destination for foreign tourists. Each dollar 
spent here by a foreigner decreases the bal
ance of payments deficit. Thus USTS pro
grams could be significant !actors in helping 
to preserve the value of the dollar. 

A purpose of the Commission's major rec
ommendations-the need !or a national tour
ism policy and the creation of an organization 
to carry out that policy-is to preserve USTS 

programs by recognizing them as important 
parts of larger objectives. The Commission 
believes USTS wlll be more effective as part 
of an enlarged tourism agency. 

The policy and organization recommenda
tions are listed below along with other major 
ones that resulted from the Commission's 
study. They .appear again in this volume-as 
do subsidiary recommendations-where the 
research and conclusions that led .to them are 
summarized. 

The Commission recommends that Con
gress establish and the President carry out a 
national tourism policy. Objectives of the 
policy should be: adequate facllities !or fu
ture needs; assurance of the high quality of 
a tourist's experience; cooperation with pri
vate industry; reduction of the balance of 
payments deficit; optimum utilization of 
public lands consistent with environmental 
protection; assistance to states; dispersal of 
tourism activity to relieve congestion and aid 
to economically depressed areas. 

To implement this policy the Commission 
recommends that a National Tourism Ad
ministration be establlshed. The administra
tion should consist of four bureaus: 

A Bureau of Tourism Research and Plan
ning to determine future tourism needs and 
prepare plans that ensure adequate develop
ment of resources and to coordinate these 
plans with other agencies and private in
dustry. 

A Bureau of Tourism Information and Pro
motion to respond to the international travel 
deficit, a major issue, and, through expand
ed, aggressive promotion abroad, increase for
eign travel to and within this country and 
encourage Americans to know their country 
better. 

A Bureau of Tourism Facilities to be re
sponsible !or development and management 
of tourist fac111ties on public land, in co
operation with private industry. 

A Bureau of Regional Tourism Develop
ment to assist states in developing tourist 
facllltles and to move tourism activity away 
from areas of congestion to areas of need. 

The Commission recommends that the Na
tional Tourism Administration be located in 
the Department of Commerce and that its 
administrator be given the rank of Under
secretary. 

The Commission recommends that the 
Bureau of the Census be authorized and ade
quately funded to conduct an annual tourism 
survey. 

The Commission recommends that the Na
tional Tourism Administration begin re
search as soon as practical to develop accept
ed standards for tourism measurement and 
to recommend methods for conducting tour
ism surveys. These definitions and methods 
would be proposed to regions, states, local
ities, private industry and others who may 
survey aspects of tourism so that, as far as 
possible, all tourism data and research in 
America will have a common base and be 
compatible with mutually acceptable inter
national standards. 

The Commission recommends that the pri
vate tourism industry continue to work 
closely with the federal government in the 
promotion of tourism in America. In the 
course of this cooperative effort special atten
tion should be given to selective develop
ment, a finely tuned effort to attract tourists 
to less used rather than overused areas of 
the country. 

The private sector should also continue 
to collect and study valuable tourism re
search. This effort should be coordinated 
closely with the National Tourism Admin
istration. 

The Commission recommends that the Na
tional Tourism Administration pay close at
tention to the particular needs of small 
tourism enterprises. 

The Commission recommends that as !eas1-
b111ty studies are made for federal and other 
projects such as resort areas and parks, par-
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ticular attention be given to their potential 
!or providing small business opportunities. 

The Commission recommends that the Na
tional Tourism Administration take urban 
tourism needs into account in three specific 
ways: 

Gear its data collection and research out
put as precisely as possible to the special 
needs of cities. 

Give specific assistance to cities in tourism 
planning. That assistance might include a 
model urban tourism plan communicated to 
interested cities through the auspices of an 
existing urban organization such as the 
U.S. League of Cities/Conference of Mayors. 

As concepts of regional tourism planning 
are developed, design such plans around 
major cities in the region. 

The Commission recommends that the Na
tional Tourism Administration encourage 
state and local governments in sound land 
use planning. There are many useful prece
dents in existence. What is needed is not only 
uniformity of legislation but also determina
tion to protect and, where necessary, salvage 
land that is America's primary tourism 
resource. 

The Commission recommends that the Na
tional Tourism Administration undertake, as 
a first priority, a thorough study of the 
impact of tourism on the environment. 

As the recommendation to establish a Na
tional Tourism Administration would require 
legislative action, the Commission takes note 
of the requirement under the National En
vironmental Policy Act of 1969 (PL 91-190, 
January 1, 1970) that such legislation would 
have to include an environmental impact 
statement. 

The Commission recommends that to bet
ter serve the tourist the National Park Serv
ice emp'hasize preservation of areas of nat
ural beauty and ecological significance. The 
use of natural areas of the park system for 
recreation purposes harmful to the environ
ment should be ruled out. 

The Commission urges that the Park Serv
ice and the National Tourism Administration 
work together to minimize the intrusion of 
man-made facilities in the natural areas. 
Future fac111ties should be located at park 
perimeters or just outside the parks where 
possible. 

Transportation fac111ties (roads, trails, etc.) 
inside the parks should be designed and con
structed to intrude as little as possible on 
natural surroundings, and development of 
internal transportation systems should be 
speeded up to reduce congestion and elimi
nate pollution. 

The Commission encourages partnership 
with private operators in the development 
of tourist facilities in and around national 
parks, with firmly defined standards of qual
ity related to the nature, needs and planned 
use of each park. 

The Commission recommends that the Na
tional Tourism Administration work closely 
and continually with the Department of 
Transportation and with the regulatory 
agencies as it develops a national tourism 
policy, providing them with data on tourism 
transportation needs. 

A nationally accepted rating system of ac
commodation and facilities is desirable. Es
tablishing such a system depends largely· on 
the d11igence, integrity and credib111ty of the 
rating body, which should evolve in the pri
vate sector. 

The National Tourism Administration 
should coordinate distribution of tourist in
formation produced or paid for by the fed
eral government, and it should promote the 
widespread avallability o:r such information 
in foreign languages. 

The National Tourism Administration 
should, when requested, assist state efforts to 
improve information facUlties. 

The Commission recommends that the Na
tional Tourism Administration give particu
lar emphasis to promotion programs devel-

oped by the United States Travel Service and 
that USTS programs be authorized and fully 
funded at a $30 million level by Congress. 
The Commission further recommends that 
until such time as the National Tourism Ad
ministration is created, the $30 million level 
would apply. 

The National Tourism Administration 
should concern itself immediately and di
rectly with the state of international travel 
data. Standards must be established and 
measuring processes reviewed to close gaps 
in counting procedures. 

The Commission recommends a national 
policy, defined by Congressional resolution 
and stated by Presidential proclamation, that 
the United States make every reasonable ef
fort to welcome foreign visitors and to facili
tate their entry. The policy would provide a 
uniform guide to all federal agencies which 
deal with the entry of foreign visitors. 

The Commission recommends that action 
be taken to assure accurate reporting of the 
number of visitors from Canada and Mexico 
who remain in the United States more than 
24 hours. The present system counts only 
those visitors from Mexico who remain more 
than 72 hours. 

The Commission recommends that the 
United States join and participate actively 
in the World Tourism Organization. 

The Commission recommends that the Na
tional Tourism Adminlstra tion assist and 
support states and regions in programs to 
promote foreign visits to this country. 

The Commission recommends that the 
matter of !acllitating entry into this country 
by foreign visitors be reorganized to cut 
down the delays and individual inconven
ience that now contribute to a negative 
image of this country and intensify airport 
congestion. 

The Commission especially recommends 
that preclearance, a useful device, should 
be continued and expanded, not ended or 
curtailed, and that passengers not pre
cleared should be helped to enter this coun
try with an absolute minimum of formality 
and delay. 

The Commission recommends reciprocal 
relaxation of visa requirements. 

The Commission recommends that in in
ternational economic negotiations the United 
States government should strive to secure 
national, reciprocal and most favored nation 
treatment of tourism, travel and interna
tional transportation services. 

The Commission recommends that Con
gress extend the definition of qualified in
come under DISC (Domestic International 
Sales Corporation) to include income !rom 
sales of tourist and travel services abroad. 

The Commission recommends that the cost 
of travel to and within this country by 
foreigners be reduced to the greatest extent 
that sound economics will allow. 

The Commission recommends that a goal 
of the National Tourism Administration 
should be to reduce language barriers with
in this country as much as possilble. 

The Commission recommends that the · 
National Tourism Administration seek to 
identify the economic impact of foreign visi
tor spending on the domestic tourism in
dustry. Once that impact is understood the 
businesses involved could appreciate better 
the need to shape their services to meet for
eign tourist needs and to encourage hospi
tality among their service personnel. 

The Commission recommends that the Na
tional Tourism Administration should be 
authorized to speak and act for tourists 
as consumers. 

ALL OF OUR CHILDREN CAN 
LEARN TO READ 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, a recent guest 
editorial in Parents magazine, by the 
Honorable EDWARD M. KENNEDY, dis-

cusses in most telling terms just how we 
can insure that all of our children can 
learn to read. I commend Senator KEN
NEDY for this editorial. It is most timely, 
for the Subcommittee on Education of 
the Senate Committee on Labor and Pub
lic Welfare has currently been discuss
ing the issue of "right to read" during 
our hearings on elementary and second
ary education. 

I ask unanimous consent that this edi
torial to be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
WHAT PARENTS CAN Do To GUARANTEE EVERY 

CHILD'S RIGHT To READ 
(By EDWARD M. KENNEDY) 

Three hundred and twenty-five years ago, 
the Colony of Massachusetts mandated the 
establishment of the first public schools in 
this country and ordered those schools "to 
teach such children as shall report . . . to 
write and read .... " 

Yet today, our educational system has so 
badly failed us that more than eighteen mil
lion American adults cannot read a new!"
paper. 

The cost of this failure is not solely per
sonal. It is tallled on the nation's welfar~> 
rolls, prison logs, and unemployment files. 
Studies reveal that more than hal! of th., 
welfare recipients in Chicago cannot read. In 
New Jersey, more than half of the prison in
mates cannot read. In our largest cities, more 
than half of the young people under twenty
one who are unemployed cannot read. 

Every taxpayer pays for our failure to teach 
children to read and write well enough to 
function as adults in our society. Yet the 
treadmill continues to send llliterates out of 
the schoolhouse door. One quarter of the 
children attending school today have serious 
reading disabilities, according to the late Dr. 
James E. Allen, former U.S. Commissioner of 
Education. 

Why haven't we acted to bring relief to 
the children now in schools and to the adults 
who still can learn and who still can be given 
hope for a better future? 

The problem is that educators have been 
unsure of what could be done to change the 
situation. Most teachers have never been 
taught how to teach reading. In sixteen 
states, there is no requirement that a would
be elementary teacher spend even an hour 
1n a course Jn how to teach reading. Another 
eighteen states require only a single course 
to qualify teachers to teach reading. 

As a people, as a government, and as a 
nation, we have failed to make the right to 
read a part of our heritage. Our federal gov
ernment was first unwilling to recognize the 
problem, then unwilling to commit the re
sources necessary to remedy it. When finally 
President Nixon promised $200 m1111on an
nually to provide better reading programs, 
his message to the Congress establishing the 
Right to Read was not followed by a re
quest for adequate funding. Now, !our years 
later, the budget requests total less than $30 
mlllion instead of the $200 m1111on a year 
that is needed. 

I cannot conceive of a program more im
portant to the national interest than one 
to teach all our children to read. And I can
not conceive of a. program that will pay 
back more to the Treasury in taxes and 
in lower welfare costs. Now is the time to 
rewrite national priorities and place the right 
to read at the highest rung of the ladder. 

New legislation must be introduced in the 
93rd Congress. The need is clear. The re
sources are available. What has been lacking 
is the political will. Beyond the expenditure 
of funds, other things have to be done both 
at the national and community level. 

First, we must analyze what has worked 
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in pilot projects of the past, evaluate the 
reading abilities of students in each school 
across the country, and make an objective 
catalogue of what the capab1lit1es to teach 
reading are in these schools. 

Second, we must set about multiplying the 
successful projects in every school across the 
nation that needs them. But the program 
must respond to local needs, and it must be 
the local school teachers, parents, and prin
cipals who choose the program best for them. 

Third, every local community institution
unions, chambers of commerce, city coun
cils-must pull together to help survey the 
adult community to discover where the Right 
to Read can work best. Then those same 
local institutions must be brought together 
to help implement a plan to bring literacy 
packages into the plants, businesses, and 
civic institutions of our communities. 

Finally, teacher-training colleges and uni
versities must provide the most comprehen
sive lnstruction in the best ways to teach 
reading. 

These are the major elements in legisla
tion that has been submitted to the Senate. 
These are the major elements for breathing 
new life into the national commitment to 
reach national literacy by 1980. They are 
goals that I believe all parents in this coun
try should support. 

NAIROBI 
Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, the Inter

national Monetary Fund meeting, cur
rently underway in Nairobi, comes at a 
time when reform of world monetary 
agreements is desperately needed. 

This fact makes it all the more dis
appointing that it now seems unlikely 
that the meeting will result in the sort 
of hard substantive decisions which are 
necessary if order is to be wrought from 
the current chaos in the world market
place. 

An agreement on a broad statement 
of principles is likely. But such agree
ments are of minor importance unless 
they are accompanied by collateral 
agreements on details. I fear that this 
sort of agreement will not be forthcom
ing from the current conference, and I 
regret that fact deeply. 

An excellent study of the problems 
that lie in the way of real reform was 
outlined in an editorial in the Wall Street 
Journal on Thursday, September 20. As 
it explains much about the complexity 
of the issue, I would like to call it to the 
attention of this body, and ask unani
mous consent that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

NAmOBI AS A NONEVENT 

Finance ministers and central bankers last 
spring were telUng their publics that the 
work of creatlng a new world monetary order 
would begin to jell at the annual meeting of 
the International Monetary Fund in the fall. 

But now that the IMF meeting is at hand 
(it formally opens in Nairobi Sunday) there 
ls a great deal less certainty about the jelling 
process. In fact, some U.S. Treasury officials 
are doubtful that any very useful consensus 
on a future monetary system will emerge 
from Nairobi. 

That might at first sound like cause for 
public alarm, but ln fact the opposite is true. 
The lack of a sense of urgency as the world's 
money men wend their way to the Kenyan 
plateau is bad only if you happen to be an 
IMF operative wondering what future role 
the agency will perform. For everyone else, 

it's pretty good, particularly compared with 
the frequent crtsis meetings these same men 
were having before March of this year. 

• In other words, the current currency float, 
a non-system that came lnto belng when 
nations finally gave up on trying to adhere 
to IMF currency exchange parities, is serving 
the world's needs reasonably well. After some 
worrisome tlmes last spring when the dollar 
was moving downward relative to certain 
other key currencies, market forces brought 
about a reasonable stability. And central 
banks are no longer faced with the task
highly costly to their efforts at sound do
mestic money management--of trying to stop 
sudden flights from the dollar or other weak 
currencies. 

Since last June, when the post-float ex
change gyrations calmed down, the British 
pound has fallen to about where it was, 
relative to the dollar, in the late 1960s. The 
dollar has firmed against the German mark, 
proving that the mark couldn't really go up 
forever. The dollar has held its own with 
the Swiss franc and the Japanese yen and 
has slipped a bit relative to the French franc. 
What this means 1s that the float 1s worklng 
pretty much the way its proponents said it 
would after the lnitial adjustments were 
made. 

Further, the market-induced exchange rate 
adjustments have seemlngly had a desired 
effect on payments balances. The U.S. showed 
a small surplus 1.n its current accounts bal
ance 1.n the second quarter, accordlng to fig
ures made public yesterday; it was the first 
surplus since the last quarter of 1969. Con
versely, the Japanese, whose surpluses were 
a significant factor 1.n the payments lmbal
ances that were upsetting the IMF fixed ex
change rates, have been runnlng deficits re
cently and running down their large reserves 
of foreign currencies. 

Flnally. all signs are that world trade has 
contlnued to expand at a healthy rate dur
ing the float. The dangers supposedly asso
ciated with floating rates slmply have not 
materialized. That is not to say they may 
not as the system 1s further tested, of course, 
but we slmply cannot understand the haste 
to end the test when the initial results show 
nothing wrong. 

Especially so since it 1s not at all clear 
the alternatives under consideration at Nai
robi would not have dangers of their own. 
Critics worry, for example, about the pro
posal that IMF-created special drawlng 
rights, or SDRs, replace the dollar as the 
"numeraire" for the money system and also 
replace foreign currencies and gold as the 
basic reserve asset. Would heavier reliance 
on SDRs, a sort of fiat currency, be managed 
1.n a way that would prevent world inflation? 
On thls score there 1s little encouragement 
to be found in the further proposal that 
SDRs be dispensed to less developed nations 
as sort of a foreign aid gift. 

The current world-wide inflation, lndeed, 
ought to be the principal topic for the fi
nance ministers and central bankers at Nai
robi. Its origins lie ln the irresponsible 
money creation policies of central banks, 
particularly dollar creation by the U.S. Fed
eral Reserve. No system will really provide 
stab111ty until this underlylng problem 1s 
dealt with. 

The float has a benefit here too, however, 
1.n that excessive creation of a currency 1s 
quickly reflected in a weakness of that cur
rency 1.n lnternational markets. What lS nec
essary is for government officials to come to 
an awareness that such weakness does not 
serve their long-term national interests. If 
such an awareness jells at Nairobi ther~ wlll 
be even less cause to worry that nothlng 
else did. 

MAKES GENOCIDE AN INTERNA
TIONAL CRIME 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
Genocide Treaty, signed in Dscember 

1948 by a U.N. Assembly vote of 55 to 0, 
seeks primarily to make genocide an in
ternational crime. Whether committed 
during peace or war, the treaty defines 
genocide to be certain acts which are 
punishable, regardless of who committed 
the act. 

It is imperative that the U.S. Sen
ate ratify this treaty. The impor
tance lies not only in the substance of 
the treaty, but more important, in the 
commitment of the signatory nations to 
a common ideal of justice. 

In February 1970, President Nixon 
urged the Senate to reconsider this con
vention and to grant its advice and con
sent to ratification. Such action, he said, 
"will demonstrate unequivocally our 
country's desire to participate in the 
building of international order based on 
law and justice." 

Mr. President, I urge ratification of 
the Genocide Treaty. 

TRADE TALKS MUST FOCUS ON 
SCARCITY ISSUES 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, amid 
the shortages which have occurred over 
this past year in basic food commodities 
we might forget the importance of secur
ing international consultation in estab
lishing principles to guide policies to 
control materials in short supply. 

The issue may not seem so pressing 
as long as we are in the position of set
ting such policies for world trade our
selves, but what happens when certain 
countries restrict our access to oil or 
minerals using the precedents for im
posing export controls which the United 
States has unilaterally established? 

We must not disregard the possibility 
that such actions may someday return 
to haunt us. 

It also would not be prudent to dis
count the balance-of-payments implica
tions for export restrictions. 

Unless we can establish firm markets 
abroad for American goods ",nd regain 
a stable, positive balance-of-payments 
position we will continue to add to the 
surplus of dollars abroad and thereby the 
infiatiunary pressures at home. Ameri
can agriculture represents the brightest 
spot in our entire trade oicture. 

Agriculture and agricultural exportS 
could easily become America's biggest 
growth industry for the next decade. 

Yet it is the markets for our farm 
products which have been jeopardized 
by the recent rash of export controls. 

I am not suggesting that we can allow 
excess foreign demand for our prod
ucts to create inconveniences here at 
home. But I do feel that policies relating 
to commodities in short supply can and 
should be worked out in a multilateral 
context. 

We are now entering a new round of 
trade negotiations. The responsibilities 
to create a stable basis for the expansion 
of international trade over the next 
decade cannot be underestimated. 

It is crucial the nations of the world 
reestablish and reaffirm principles to 
guide international trade, to replace the 
atmosphere of recrimination and unilat
eralism that has come to threaten the 
channels of international commerce. 

There must also be immediate con-
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sultation among the importing and ex
porting nations of the world to assess 
and determine actions that might have 
to be taken to provide equitable sharing 
of basic commodities in short supply. 

The Washington Post of September 27 
carries an editorial which talks about 
the importance of addressing the issues 
of access to the world's basic resources 
in the next round of trade negotiations. 
I think this editorial states these con
cerns quite well, and I ask unanimous 
consent that this article, "Oil, Grain 
and the Trade Talk," be printed in the 
REcoRD for the attention of my col
leagues. 

The responsibilities for establishing 
sound principles for international trade 
have never been greater. Broadening the 
President's power to unilaterally deter
mine international trade policies such as 
the control of commodities in short sup
ply is not an adequate solution. These 
policies must be worked out on a mul
tilateral basis to assure that when a 
country for any reason feels it neces
sary to impose export restrictions that 
it will be done on an equitable basis in 
accordance with international princi
ples. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

OIL, GRAIN, AND THE TRADE TALKS 
The massive and ponderous process of 

world trade negotiation has now begun, to 
the accompaniment of loud public fanfare 
and quiet private doubts. The doubts arise 
from the basic alms of the negotiations, 
which are now to a significant degree obso
lete. These trade talks were originally orga
nized as a further attempt to reduce protec
tionism among the rich nations, and open up 
markets for the poor. But the world's econ
omy has changed suddenly and profound
ly over the past year or two. The central is
sue now is not so much the various coun
tries' attempts to shut out each others' goods. 
To the contrary, the real and pressing danger 
ts the savage competition for access to lim
ited supplies of those imported goods cru
cial to every nation's life--above all, grain 
and oil. 

The world has no rules for distributing 
scarce commodities. Or, more accurately, it 
rations them to the highest bidder by rais
ing prices. Currently that means soaring 
commodity prices that are inciting spectac
ular inflation rates in the industrial coun
tries, and are lifting these goods altogether 
beyond the reach of the poor. It is an ef
ficient process, in a. mechanical sense, but 
it is intolerably disruptive and cruel. The 
trade negotiators seem to be commencing a 
long solemn discussion of barriers to imports, 
at a. moment when their governments at 
home are scrambling frantically to grab the 
imports that they need. 

Nearly two years ago, at the time of the 
first American devaluation, the leading na
tions all agreed that they ought to work out 
orderly new rules for world trade and money. 
The long labor of reorganizing the monetary 
system is now getting under way at the In· 
ternational Monetary Fund's meeting in Nai
robi. The parallel reform of the trading rules, 
after months of preparation, now has for
mally begun with a meeting of 103 nations 
in Tokyo. They published a formal declara
tion pledging themselves to seek "the expan
sion and ever-greater liberalization of world 
trade." That is an admirable objective, but 
it is not at the moment the most important 
one. Nor is it likely to be the most important 
one for some years · to come. 

The great symbol of the sudden reversal of line on the article, and the Congressmen 
the issues is the United States and its in question stand to be judged more on 
wretchedly battered trade policy. After years their own performance than on the 
of drumming on the European Common Mar- scandal facing the administration. 
ket to loosen its barriers to American farm - . . 
products, last June we swung around with- Mr. President, I believ~ Mr. Broder ~ 
out notice and· embargoed the exports of correct. Anyone challenging Tennessee s 
soybeans on which those same Europeans ROBIN BEARD in next year's election is 
were counting. Meanwhile, after 15 years of going to have a tiger by the tail. If my 
limiting our imports of foreign oil, in order to impressions of his service are accurate, 
keep our domestic prices up, we are now ROBIN BEARD will be working for his State 
desperately trying to buy enough fuel oil in with diligence and dedication for a long 
Europe to get ourselves through the coming time to come. I hope so, for his constit-

wi~~~r.most urgent business for trade nego- uents and our Nation are well served by 
tiators these days are those two commodities, this outstanding young .man. 
food and oil. In both cases, there will be no I recommend the article to my col
international agreement at all unless the leagues and ask unanimous consent that 
United States takes the initiative. But the it be printed in the RECORD. 
United States does not seem to have any There being no objection, the article 
very clear idea precisely what it wants to do was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
with either of them. f II · 

Regarding oil, the importing nations need as 0 ows · 
an agreement on dividing up the available Two GOP FRESHMEN Go HoME To FINn 
supplies, whatever they may be. Granted, an WATERGATE AT EBB 
agreement would be agonizingly difficult to (By DavidS. Broder) 
work out. But month after month of snarling FRANKLIN, TENN.-The members of the 
and squabbling among the oil-fueled nations Rotary Club had enjoyed their roast pork 
would inflict cato.strophic damage on there- and beans at the Holiday Restaurant. They 
la.tionships that have, for a. generation, had heard their congressman, freshman Re
guaranteed world stabil1ty. publican Robin Beard, tell them about his 

The prospects for an international grain "exciting" new job in Washington, his as
system are, if anything, even dimmer. Solu- signment to the Armed Services Committee, 
tions exist. Last week a group of eminent his doubts about the voluntary army, his 
economists from Japan, Europe and this fear that "Phase IV will not work in any 
country met here at the Brookings Institu- way, shape or form to reduce prices," and his 
tion and worked out a. draft plan for an inter- own determination to cut government spend
national grain reserve. It would be expensive ing--even by casting "protest votes" against 
and complicated. It would require a kind of highway beautification, the Peace Corps and 
international consultation and joint action the Bicentennial Commission. 
reaching well beyond the rather rudimentary "Now," said Beard, "you'll want to know 
procedures of the present trade and monetary what I think about this Watergate situation. 
systems. The only thing to be said for it is the sure, I'm concerned. The worst of it is that 
cost of the alternative, in recurrent inftation, it damages what little credibility people felt 
panic and anger. toward their officials. Most of the elected om-

The trade meeting in Tokyo was a sign cials in both parties are honest. 
of progress. The negotiations are now under "But I think we have here a situation in 
way. But they are like a big ship, difficult to which some people, through total naivete or 
turn under full steam. There is a risk that stupidity or whatever, made some just un
this huge enterprise, with 103 nations aboard, believable decisions. There were some bad 
will keep sailing ahead, by sheer force of mistakes made. 
momentum, toward an obsolete purpose in- "But I'll tell you right now. I believe in 
stead of turning to the work that most needs standing behind the President. I believe in 
to be done. giving him the same rights we give the 

Ellsbergs and Angela Davises of this world. 
"And I think when this case is all through 

TWO GOP FRESHMEN GO HOME TO the system will be stronger. This little can-
FIND WATERGATE AT EBB cerous growth will be removed. We'll sur

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, last year 
I campaigned in behalf of a young man 
running for Congress in the Sixth Dis
trict of Tennessee, RoBIN BEARD. As luck 
and a lot of hard work would have it, 
Mr. BEARD was successful in his bid, de
feating a longtime incumbent, former 
Congressman William Anderson. 

Since his election RoBIN BEARD has 
been repaying those who supported him 
last year by becoming the hardest work
ing Congressman in memory. I am sure 
no Representative has ever spent more 
hours serving the Sixth District than he. 

Several weeks ago, · Mr. BEARD, along 
with his outstanding young colleague 
RoN SARASIN, of Connecticut, was the 
subject of a front page article in the 
Washington Post. The article, authored 
by political analyst David Broder, fol
lowed both men during the August recess 
in their home districts. 

Mr. Broder sought to identify the rela
tive importance of the Watergate case 
and the general question of what issues 
seemed to be foremost in the minds of 
the voters. His conclusion: the Water
gate is "at ebb," as reflected in the head-

vive." 
As the members filed past Beard to shake 

his hand after the speech, one said: "Tell 
'em to get off old Spiro, now." 

Another: "Tell 'em it's time to close up 
that damned Watergate, Robin." 

And a third: "Watch yourself up there, 
Robin, you don't get wet in that Watergate." 

Twenty-four hours earlier, and almost 
1,000 miles away, another group of Rotarians 
had gathered at Dominick's El Dorado in 
Danbury, Conn., to hear Rep. Ronald A. 
Sarasln, another freshman Republican. 

Sarasin, too, announced that his new job 
was "the most exciting thing I've ever done 
in my life." Then, giving no formal speech, 
he asked the Rotarians what was on their 
minds. 

The questions !:arne. On revenue-sharing 
allotments, highway fund diversions to mass 
transit, the status of urban renewal, the 
prospects for pension reforms, the danger 
of a fuel-oil shortage and even the likelihood 
o! conversion to the metric system. 

Finally, with time running out, Sarasin 
brought up Watergate himself. "No one ca.n 
be very proud of what the Watergate hearing 
shows. But we are learning a lesson from 
it--that our system of law works, and that 
no one is above the law, not those involved 
in Watergate and not those on the other 
side of the political spectrum who break 
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into draft boards or steal papers !rom the 
Pentagon," he said. 

"I'm not crazy about these hearings. As a 
lawyer, I'd prefer to see these questions set
tled in court. But I'm glad the story's come 
out, it's become clear that this is not a Re
publican operation; that it was done by some 
of these clowns in the Re-election Committee 
and apparently the White House. 

"I consider myself a professional politician 
and I'm proud of both words. And as a pro
fessional politician, I'm offended by what 
took place. 

"But I want to say this to you. I'm not 
willing to condemn the President at this 
point. I think he's entitled to the presump
tion of innocence that everyone's entitled to. 
And nobody seems to give him that. We keep 
waiting !or him to prove his innocence. Well, 
that burden isn't on anyone in this country. 
And it isn't on him." 

Sarasin sat down to loud applause, and 
later told aides: "I think maybe Watergate 
has run its course. Just a couple weeks ago, 
you wouldn't have gone anywhere without 
getting a Watergat e question. I brought it 
up myself today, because I don't want any
one to think I'm afraid to talk about it. 
Frankly, I don't think there's any reason to 
be." 

August has become the pulse-taking month 
!or American politicians. The annual con
gressional recess sends the members rush
ing home to check the mood of their 
constituents. 

This August, many Republicans !aced that 
prospect fearfully. The euphoria of the 1972 
Nixon landslide had been battered by a bar
rage of bad news-infiat1on, Watergate and 
spreading commodity and food shortages. 

Washington troubles seemed to dog their 
trans at home. Sarasin was doing a radio 
call-in show on Wednesday morning, when 
the station joined its network for five min
utes of news. The opening news item said the 
Justice Department was refusing comment 
on payoff charges reportedly !acing Vice 
President Agnew. The closing item said the 
Agriculture Department was predicting that 
increases following Monday's start of Phase 
IV would send the food price index !or the 
year up 20 per cent over the January level. 

"Terrific," said Sarasin. 
Of all those on the firing line, none would 

seem to have more cause for apprehension 
than the 44 freshman Republicans, many of 
whom were carried into office last November 
on President Nixon's coattails. 

No pair of freshmen are "typical," but 33-
year-old Ron Sarasin 'and 33-year-old Robin 
Beard share many of the characteristics of 
the group. 

Both are energetic, ambitious young prod
ucts of state government who decided in 
1972 to tackle well-entrenched incumbents 
ln reapportioned districts with long Demo
cratic voting histories. 

Sarasin took on a seven-term veteran in 
Connecticut's Fifth District, which ranges 
from the industrial towns of the Naugatuck 
valley down to the suburban affiuence of 
New Canaan. 

Beard ran against a four-term incumbent 
ln Tennessee's Sixth District, a huge, largely 
rural territory, with most of its population 
at opposite ends of a 220-mUe line stretching 
!rom the outskirts of Nashv11le to the sub
urbs of Memphis. 

Both applied miles of shoeleather and 
thousands of handshakes to dislodging older 
men they accused of "forgetting" the con
stituents who had sent them to Capitol Hill. 

Both strapped the weight of George Mc
Govern to the shoulders of their uncomfort
able opponents. Both joined hands firmly 
with the popular President. 

Sarastn handed out "at least 70,000" cards 
with a color picture of him shaking hands 
with Mr. Nixon. Beards recalls that "in al
most every speech, I said I thank the Lord 

every day that I am running with Richard 
Nixon and not George McGovern." 

And both saw their efforts pay off-thanks, 
in no small part, to the NiXon coattails. The 
President carried Beard's district by 65,000 
votes, and Beard won by one-fourth that 
margin. In Connecticut's Fifth, Mr. Nixon's 
majority was 56,400; Sarasin's, 5,400-just 
one-tenth as much. 

Both men know they are high on the 
Democrats' target list for 1974. But if the 
impressions gathered in their districts last 
week are accurate, the Watergate scandals 
will not sink them. 

A far greater danger to their chances lies 
in the rampant infiation and the fear of 
growing fuel and food shortages. 

There is little they can do to protect them
selves directly against that economic back
lash, so their best hope is the old salesman's 
remedy: Get out and hustle. That is exactly 
what Sarasin, Beard and dozens of other 
Republicans were doing last week 

Topic A for the constituents, for weeks, 
has been the worry over rising prices and 
threatened scarcity, both men say. And on 
this topic, neither man offers a word to 
justify past policies or to promise future 
relief. 

Sarasin spent Wednesday in Danbury, 
where Sen. Abraham A. Ribicoff (D-Conn.), 
himself facing re-election next year, had 
come the previous day to spread the word 
that the administration's energy policies 
would cause a serious heating oil shortage 
In New England next winter. 

As Sarasin toured the same radio stations 
and newspaper offices Riblcoff had visited, he 
agreed with the forecast, if not the laying 
of blame. 

A member of the "energy task force" of 
the House Republican Conference, Sarasin 
said he saw no short-term solution, but has 
co-sponsored a bill for a "crash program" 
to develop new energy sources. 
GOP FRESHMEN FIND VOTERS CARE MOST ABOUT 

HOME 

As for Phase 4 and prices he told a cable 
television interviewer: "When we remove 
the freeze, there's no question we'll see high
er prices, but over the longer haul, the only 
way to bring prices down is to increase the 
supply." 

"Are you just telling the harried housewife 
to bide her time?" asked interviewer Chris 
Silva. 

"I wish I had better advice but there isn't 
a practical solution in sight," Sara.sin said. 
"Price freezes don't solve problems. We have 
tinkered with the economy and every time we 
have we've loused it up a little bit more." 

Down in Franklin, Beard took almost the 
same line. "I wish I could say I see some re
lief in sight," he said on station WAGG, 
"but my fear is prices are going up even 
higher. I wish I knew what the answer is, 
but I think we're going to have to rely on 
supply and demand." 

Beard and Sarasin both believe that Con
gress has shucked its own responsibilities 
for economic management. and both try to 
remind the voters that the President should 
not carry the whole burden of blame. 

Sarasin drew a good response from the 
Rotarians when he recounted the "ridicu
lous" amendments offered on the House fioor 
by grandstanding Congressmen, when the 
Economic Stabilization Act was up for re
newal last spring. 

"Someone said we should roll back prices 
to last year," he said. "Someone said we 
should go back to 1929. Somebody said we 
should amend the law to reduce the gesta
tion period of cows by half. So we ended 
up just handing the problem to the Presi
dent." 

"Why doesn't Congress set a budget and 
live with it?" a Rotarian asked. 

"I don't know," Sarasin said. "They don't 
want the responsibUity. It's much easier to 
demagogue." 

Beard, too, told his Rotarians that "Con
gress talks fiscal responsibility, but they don't 
vote it." But in interviews, neither man sees 
much political hope in Mr. NiXon's pre
Watergate tactic of focusing public anger 
at the "big spenders" in Congress. 

"I don't think it will work any more," 
says Beard. "The Democrats will talk about 
hospitals and schools and say, "We're for 
the things that are good for the people.'" 

In fact, though both men are generally 
found in the President's corner on House 
votes, both have broken away to vote for 
spending for their districts on airport de
velopment, vocational rehab111tation, im
pacted schools aid and public works, which 
Mr. Nixon opposed. 

Both have fought their battles with the 
Office of Management and Budget. And when 
local editors last week congratulated Sarasin 
!or springing $700,000 for the St111 River 
project and Beard for restoring funds for the 
Columbia, Tenn., dam, neither refused to 
take credit. 

Above all else Robin Beard and Ron Sara
sin see their political salvation in being 
visible, accessible and accommodating serv
ants of their districts. When news director 
Charles Dibrell of WIZO told Beard on the 
air "Your constituents are more aware of 
what Robin Beard is doing th~n any Con
gressman we've ever had," Beard replied, 
"You've made my day." 

Neither man has ever stopped campaigning. 
Beard has been home all but five weekends 
since January; Sarasin, whose family still 
lives in Connecticut, has not missed a one. 

Sara.sin has converted his campaign bus 
into a "mobile district office," and is now 
completing his second circuit of his 26 towns, 
holding office hours in each. 

Beard has been holding office hqurs in the 
courthouse of each of his counties, and both 
say that compared to the urgency of the per
sonal problems the constituents bring to 
these sessions, Watergate and its ramifica
tions seem remote and abstract. 

Beard sat for two hours at the Williamson 
County courthouse Thursday, listening to a 
stream of problems and requests; an oil man 
angry about the independents' propaganda 
against his company; a naval academy ap
plicant; two families whose homes are in the 
route of a parkway; a committee seeking a 
levee for the town creek; several social se
curity and disability claimants; two men 
seeking help on getting jobs with the state; 
the wife of a government employee being 
"harassed" by his supervisor; a young man 
seeking to have his "undesirable" discharge 
reviewed; even some rural residents, who 
thought the Congressman could get the 
phone company to stop charging long dis
tance rates for calls to the county seat. 

Of the 50 to 60 people who came by, ex
actly one, a woman, wanted to talk about 
Watergate. "What I want to ask you," she 
said, " is what's the sense of having twelve 
men ask one man the same question twelve 
times in one day. What's the sense of that? 
Don't they have anything else to do up 
there?" Although their districts and personal 
political stances differ, with Beard and his 
constituents more conservative than Sarasin 
and his, two freshmen have it on the same 
way of dealing with the Watergate situation. 

Both say they will not condone the "mis
takes" or the "stupid things" that occurred. 
Both say that the Watergate crimes are not 
part of politics as they understand it. 

But both come down clearly on the Pres
ident's side of the issue-without demand
ing any further explanation from him. 

On the question of the tapes, Sarasin told 
a Danbury interviewer: "The lawyer in me 
says he doesn't have to give them up. The 
inqui~itive part o! me says rd like to hear 
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HOME, INC. him. I don't know what the answer is, but 
the President has an obligation that goes 
beyond himself, to protect the prerogatives 
of the presidency. I think that's what he's 
doing. 

"My own feeling is he did not know about 
Watergate or the coverup, that he was lied 
to by the people around him. I see a lot of 
people who shouldn't have been in those 
positions, who decided they were above the 
law. And the good thing about this is that 
we're demonstrating that no one is above 
the law ... " 

On a similar interview program in Frank
lin, Beard said, "I believe in standing behind 
the President. He's &till popular down here. 
The majority of the people I've talked with 
say if they had it to do all over again today, 
they'd vote for Mr. Nixon again, 'cause the 
man has done a good job for us-made 
fantastic inroads in our foreign policy." 

Both seized on the impeachment move 
of Rep. Robert Drinan (D-Mass.) as device 
for disassociating themselves from the Presi
dent's more rabid critics. Sarasin hurried out 
a press release opposing the move. Beard told 
a radio interviewer, "I cannot tolerate such 
people as Father Drinan having the gall to 
say, 'Let's impeach the President.' This is 
the same type of guy who screamed on behalf 
of the constitutional rights and civil liberties 
of bums like Ellsberg, Angela Davis and peo
ple like that. I say its a two-way street ... " 

While backing the President, both men 
are taking steps to avoid being caught in 
the Watergate backlash they see demeaning 
all politicians in the public's eye. 

Mindful of the unfavorable impression 
many of the lawyer-witnesses have made dur
ing the hearings, Sarasin makes a point of 
noting in every speech or interview that "I 
gave up my practice, partnership, association 
and income" when elected to Congress. "My 
full-time job is to represent this district." 

Beard has gone much further, developing 
a long monologue about his fears of becom
ing the victim of "Potomac fever," which he 
says develops in Congressmen who have 
served in Washington so long they have been 
forgotten by their constituents. 

"So, I'm putting the monkey on your 
back," he told the Rotarians, "to see I 
don't become one of these great world states
men who you see up there. I'll be back here, 
lookin' you in the eye, and tellin' you how 
I cast the only vote you got on the floor of 
the House. But I can't read your minds. 
You got to tell me what you think and 
what you want me to do, and if you help 
me that way, I'll stay the most hustlin', 
hard-workin' Congressman you've ever had." 

Ironically, while both Beard and Sarasin 
feel it is politically safe in their districts 
to speak up unequivocally for Mr. Nixon, 
they must thread their way carefully around 
the controversies surrounding the Repub
lican Senators from their states who serve 
on the Watergate committee. 

To judge by their comments, the prob
lem of being in the same party as Richard 
Nixon is less worrisome than that of shar
ing a party label and a state with Sens. 
Lowell P. Weicker, Jr. or Howard H. Baker, 
Jr. 

Publicly, Sarasin told the Rotarians that 
he is "proud of our own Senator Weicker, 
who has pointed out that this was not a 
Republican Party operation at all." Privately, 
he says that Weicker's stance has helped 
the Senator with independents and Demo
crats, "but it's aggravated a lot of Repub
licans." 

Beard says the attitude toward Baker "is 
fairly rough. People feel like he's been a 
little bit too rough, that he's overacting in 
some of his questioning." 

Publicly, however, he defends the senator, 
saying, "He's handled himself well in a. very 
difficult situation." Beard compares it to the 

time he had his brother in his own Marine 
platoon and "I had to give him the roughest 
treatment of all, to show I wasn't partisan 
to him." 

"I think Howard Baker has tried to do 
an pbjective job, a.nd compared to other 
members, has handled himself extremely 
well." 

As they tour their districts this August, 
these freshman Repulbicans, of course, are 
thinking about 1974 and what it may bring. 
They may be wrong, but they do not see any 
great peril in Watergate. 

When a friendly journalist told Sarasin his 
likely Democratic opponent "is going to run 
on Watergate," Sarasin said flatly: "That 
won't be the issue," and let the matter drop. 

Beard told a radio interviewer: "Without 
any question, anyone who tries to use Water
gate as an issue against me, a congressman 
representing a district in Tennesssee, is going 
to be a pretty weak candidate." 

"He can take my voting record and tear it 
up as much as he wants to; that will be a 
legitimate campaign. But for anyone to have 
the gall to run against me on the basis of 
Watergate, well, the people are just better in
formed than that. They won't put up with it. 
It will backfire on him." A Democratic editor 
Beard met later in the day told the congress
man he agreed completely on that proposi
tion. 

Both men were asked if they would want 
President Nixon or Vice President Agnew to 
campaign for them now. Sarasin said, "I 
think it would be a help. People want to come 
out and see them. They're certainly a draw
ing card. But I am trying to do the job I was 
elected to do, and if I can get the point 
across, hopefully I can be re-elected on my 
own." 

Beard replied: "I'd like to think that 
through good, hard work I can win on my 
own. I'm realist enough to know this is a 
Democratic district, and I have to sell my
self." 

Are there any pluses in being a Nixon 
man? Sarasin said, "Well, yes. This being a 
Republican administration, there are people 
I can deal with in the executive branch who 
might perhaps be a little more kind to me 
than they might be to a Democrat. I don't 
look on being a Republican as a disadvan
tage." 

Beard said, "I don't know. Personally, I 
think he's done a good job, but I don't con
sider myself totally a Nixon man. Whether 
there are pluses now" I don't know. I'm just 
looking for Robin Beard pluses, trying to let 
'em know what I'm doing." 

Beard and Sarasin may not be typical. But 
if you were to generalize from their experi
ences at home this past .week, their attitudes, 
you would say: 

There's little likelihood today that the 
Republican congressmen will come back to 
Washington on Labor Day ready to raise hell 
with the President about Watergate. They 
will want--but don't really expect to get-
reassurances from him about the economy. 
Some of them may well tell their Senate col
leagues it's time to shut down the Watergate 
hearings. 

They will come strengthened in their belief 
that they are on their own for 1976. That may 
well be reflected in more deviations from the 
administration line or coming votes. Faced 
with a choice of voting their district or help
ing the President, most will vote their dis
trict. 

Unless these men and the constituents, 
editors and broadcasters they met are all mis
taken, Watergate itself will not put their 
Democratic opponents in office next year. And 
1! most of the Republican freshmen are work
ing for re-election as hard and as early as Ron 
Sarasin and Robin Beard are, any Democrats 
who beat them will know they have been in 
a fight. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, earlier 
this year, the New England Regional 
Commission awarded a $50,000 grant to 
HOME, Inc., a crafts cooperative in Or
land, Maine. The cooperative now has 
about 1,000 craftsmen members, supple
menting their income by selling their 
products. In order to give my colleagues a 
better idea of what that $50,000 helped 
buy, I ask unanimous consent that an 
article in today's New York Times de
scribing the project be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THE PARTNERS ARE THREE NUNs-AND 1,000 

MAINE CRAFTSMEN 
(By Lisa Hammel) 

ORLAND, MAINE.-"All I know of tomorrow 
is that Providence will rise before the sun." 

The felt and burlap poster announcing this 
belief hangs in a small room in a weathered 
board house just outside this 18th-century 
village, about a half-hour's drive south from 
Bangor. 

The house is occupied by three nuns, still 
members of the Carmelite order although 
they are no longer cloistered. And if Provi
dence has begun to smile on them in the 
last few years, it may be because they have 
been meeting it more than halfway. 

RENTED COTI'AGE 
The nuns-Sisters Margaret Dorgan, Lucy 

Poulin and Patricia Veale-left their clois
tered monastery in New Hampshire and, with 
church sanction, moved to this state. Sister 
Lucy said they were seeking a simpler life 
than they believed they had in their "two
city-blocks-long monastery." 

Settling temporarily in a rented cottage, 
they found work sewing shoes, which they 
could do at home. But soon there was more 
work than the three could handle, and at 
the same . time they began to be aware of the 
poverty and needs of many of the people 
who lived around them. 

"The essence of the Carmelite life is soli
tude, silence and prayer," said Sister Lucy, 
whose maroon beret still held a bit of straw 
left from her afternoon chore of baling hay. 
"But as Christians," she continued, "we re
sponded to what we were faced with." 

The sisters soon rounded up 30 women who 
were eager to do the sewing. And there were 
200 more on a waiting list. But a year later, 
because of a change in operating costs, the 
factory closed. 

"We still had to earn a living though," re
called gray-haired Sister Margaret, who had 
come into the basement reception room of 
the farm-house they later built !or them
selves. She was clad in the shirt and dun
garees that are a kind of mufti habit for the 
three nuns when they are not out in public. 

So the sisters made suede clothing and 
accessories ("We had learned leatherwork by 
doing the shoes," Sister Margaret explained) 
and then, she said, "we peddled from store 
to store with our black suitcases. In one year 
we did $7,000 worth of business." 

In the meantime, the women they had 
helped, who had now been put out of work 
by the closing of the shoe factory, began to 
turn to them. And it occurred to the sisters 
that they could marshal the native talents 
of these women and other men and women 
like them-and form a crafts cooperative, 
which they saw as one way of returning 
power to the people. 

COMPLEX OF BUll.DINGS 
"The plight of the rural woman," Sister 

Lucy said, "is the worst I know of. She's 
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poor, isolated and powerless. The big trick ls 
to break the welfare cycle that has been per
petuated for generations." 

In May, 1970, the HOME Cooperative (the 
letters are an acronym for Homeworkers Or
ganized for More Employment) was opened, 
with one building, a few acres, a staff of two, 
excluding the sisters, about 100 participating 
members and work that Sister Lucy recalled 
as just a notch above "a typical church 
bazaar." 

Today, just a little more than three years 
later, there is a complex of buildings on 
about 24 acres, almost 1,000 craftsmen mem
bers, a wholesale operation (a line of suede, 
patchwork and denim fashions wlll shortly 
be available at a New York boutique-Betsy, 
Bunky & Nini at 237 East 53d Street), a 
free mail order catalogue (P.O. Box 408, Or
land, Me. 04472), a summer store in Bar Har
bor and a Christmas store in Bangor, Me. 
There is also an adult education program 
that teaches both crafts and "coping skllls," 
as Sister Lucy described it, to more than 400 
students. 

And while only a handful of the craftsmen 
are making a living wage at what they do, the 
co-op has begun providing many of them 
with a supplementary income. 

VOLUNTEER WORKERS 
There are also now about 35 regular staff 

members (mostly VISTA workers officially 
assigned to the project, along with some lo
cal people) , whose ranks are swelled by 
dozens of volunters from around the country 
who heard about HOME and came to donate 
their services. 

The staff and volunteers cover an i.mpres
sive cross-section of dedicated citizenry. 

They work on construction, help run the 
retail or wholesale operations, handle the 
finances or attend to administrative matters. 
They range from high school students to 
keen-eyed grandmothers and salty men of 
advancing years, and in background from Air 
Force veterans to priests, from millworkers to 
attorneys. 

And each has come because of a belief in 
the importance of helping people to help 
themselves. 

As for the craftsmen, they have their own 
reasons for being involved in the Home the 
nuns built. 

Eighty-three per cent of the members are 
women, many without men, and bone-poor. 
Other members are retired artisans or fac
tory workers, or their wives, living on fixed 
incomes and glad of the occupation and the 
additional money. 

Dolores Roi, an ample woman with gray 
eyes that match her crisp gray hair, is the 
mother of nine children. Her late husband 
was in the Air Force. Mrs. Roi, who lives in 
a comfortable old farmhouse with attached 
barn in Orland, started with the project when 
it was first organized, and now teaches sew
ing for the co-op as well as making things 
herself. 

"It's a good opportunity for many people," 
she said, "even 1! they don't get wealthy with 
it. A lot of people who have been quite lso
lated have come and taken part; and it's done 
the more afHuent ones good to see what some 
of the problems are. I had never realized there 
were people in that kind of need so close by." 

Charles Frederickson, who is a very lively 
80, retired 15 years ago from an aircraft plant 
in Connecticut to a green shingled house on 
Verona Island overlooking the broad expanse 
of water where the Penobscot River turns 
into Penobscot Bay. 

Mr. Frederickson, who has a basement full 
of woodworking tools, does canning for the 
co-op. "I can't just sit in a chair tlll I die," 
he said. "I have to have something to do. So I 
do canning for ~hem." 

Francis Arey is retired from the St. Regis 
Paper Company's big mm in Bucksport, and 
lives with his wife and a saucy myna bird at 
the end of a road that dwindles off lnto 

meadow and small woods. Mr. Arey, who ''just 
pickecl up woodworking," makes candlesticks 
and candle lanterns and bowls on a lathe he 
built himself. 

"I can't make wages at it," he noted, "but 
it brings in a little. And if it wasn't for this, 
I'd be with some of my friends down at the 
senior citizens playing pool." 

Esther Hills arrived at HOME one morning 
lugging a number of oversized stuffed dolls, 
some quilts and a made-to-order 90-foot-long 
rag rug stair tread she had just finished. She 
also weaves for the co-op on a loom she in
herited from her mother-in-law. Her hus
band, Mark, is an automobile and farm 
mechanic. 

"I visualize in my mind what I want to 
do," she said. "I like to create. It's what I've 
always wanted to do but never had the privi
lege of." 

Mrs. Hllls works in a nursing home four 
mornings a week, tends her garden and does 
"all my own freezing, canning and berrying. 
And in the evening, I put my eyes on the TV 
and weave." 

One of Mrs. Hill's fondest hopes, she said, 
is that "in a couple of years, I'll have enough 
business so I can just do this. I strike out 
whenever I hear about a gift shop on a main 
route. But HOME has done the best by me. 
They've done beautifully by me." 

Annie Stritham, whose husband, Harley, is 
also retired from the Bucksport paper mill, 
sat on a recent afternoon in her front par
lor-a room furnished with a few antima
oassar-topped armchairs, a yellow and white 
braided rug and photographs of some of her 
eight grandchildren. 

"I spend an average of a few hours every 
day doing the sewing," she said. "That keeps 
me busy enough. And I knit sweaters, too. 
I've always done things, but never had a 
chance to sell before." 

The craftsmen's co-op seems like a finP. 
idea to her. "It doesn't pollute the air or de
stroy the soul, and it's profits for everyone, 
not just for a few." 

Mrs. Stritham glanced down for a moment 
at the pile of gaily printed patch-work place
mats she had brought in, and then lifted her 
head, looking almost girlishly pleased. "There 
must be an awful lot of homes in the country 
that my things are in," she said. 

OFFICE OF SPANISH-SPEAKING 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, yester
day I joined several of my colleagues to 
petition Secretary Caspar Weinberger 
urging him to reconsider his decision to 
eliminate the Office of Spanish-Speaking 
Affairs within the Office of Education. 

I did not earlier join Senators HAsKELL, 
STEVENSON, and others because I was un
aware of the situation until late yester
day afternoon. Unfortunately, a letter 
informing me of this action on the part 
of my colleagues was misplaced by a 
member on my staff. However, as soon as 
I was informed, I immediately sent a 
telegram to the Secretary in order that 
he be aware of my position. I later sent 
a follow-up letter stating in further de
tail my great concern for the future of 
education for our Spanish-speaking citi
zens. If there is no objection, a copy of 
that letter will follow my statements 
here. 

In my State, and, I would dare say, in 
the entire Nation, there is still a need 
for a special emphasis in dealing with the 
educational problems of the Spanish
speaking person. Since the Office of 
Spanish-Speaking Affairs was initiated 
in 1966, it has helped Spanish-speaking 

educators obtain information and neces
sary assistance from Federal programs. 
Without this assistance, I am afraid the 
progress made in this area would have 
been slowed considerably. 

Furthermore, during the past few years 
the Office has served as a vigorous advo
cate of programs designed to meet the 
needs of the Spanish-speaking com
munity. Many accomplishments have 
been made despite the fact that there 
are only 3-7 employees and the office 
operated on a budget of approximately 
$50,000 last year. 

I beUeve that this is not the time to 
terminate the Office. Diligence is still 
needed in seeing many of these pro
grams through, for although I have seen 
great strides in my own State as a result 
of these programs, there is stil much to 
do. 

Mr. President, a baste principle by 
which this Nation was founded was that 
all men would have at least an equal 
chance to participate in all national pro
grams. Some of our citizens are at a 
disadvantage yet today. We are all aware 
of the progress made with the passage of 
many legislative initiatives to make that 
dream a reality. Certainly we would all 
agree that education is the great equal
izer. Certainly then, we must guarantee 
the right of all citizens to the best we 
have to offer. I feel that the Office of 
Spanish-Speaking Affairs was trying to 
live up to that ideal. They ought to be 
able to continue their efforts until we 
are closer to the goal. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SEPTEMBER 27, 1973. 
Hon. CASPAR W. WEINBERGER, 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, 

Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SECRETARY WEINBERGER: This iS writ

ten in opposition to the proposed plan to dis
mantle the Otfice of Spanish Speaking Affairs 
in the Office of Education. I feel this action 
would be counterproductive to the needs of 
the Spanish speaking community and the 
nation as a whole. 

Education has been looked upon as one of 
the main avenues to equality for the Spanish 
speaking. The dismantlement of the agency 
charged with the responsibility of seeing that 
this avenue remains open would be a signal 
to the Spanish speaking community that 
your department no longer considers them 
important. 

I would urge you to reconsider this deci
sion and to also please inform me of the 
status of the plans for its continued exist
ence. 

Sincerely, 
PETE V. DOMENICI, U.S. Senator. 

RURAL TRANSPORTATION CRISIS 
MAY NEGATE INCREASED FARM 
PRODUCTION 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, we as 

a Nation have set a goal of all-out food 
production for next year and the foresee
able future. 

We must achieve this goal in order to 
control food prices at home, help avert 
threatened catastrophic famines in many 
developing nations, and protect the value 
of the U.S. dollar abroad. 

As an additional goal, this Nation is 
attempting to achieve a balance of urban 
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and rural growth in the future in which 
rural areas must play an important 
growth role. 

These are realistic short- and long
range, bipartisan goals which we must 
achieve. 

However, the existence of one major 
stumbling block is becoming iricreasingly 
apparent. The magnitude of this obstacle 
is frightening, and the extent of its 
parameters is unknown. 

That stumbling block is rural trans
portation, or rather the inadequacy and, 
in some cases, complete lack of usable 
facilities for rural transportation. 

No effort has been made to determine 
the impact of tens of thousands of miles 
of rail abandonments on rural America 
and its agricultural production. Concur
rent with this has been emphasis on in
terstate-type highway construction with
out a similar emphasis on improving 
deteriorated primary, secondary, and 
county roads-the latter two comprising 
our "farm-to-market" road system. 

No study has been made which relates 
the effects of rail abandonments and in
adequate farm-to-market roads to farm 
production and the cost of agricultural 
products, not to mention its relationship 
to farm failure and the decay of rural 
communities. 

The first effort along these lines is a 
study this Congress ordered, as a part of 
the Agricultural Appropriations Act, on 
the "Crisis in Rural Transportation." 
This crisis is indeed very real and, in 
this case, not overstated. 

I request that we consider on an urgent 
basis, an expansion of this study which 
may offer some possible, partial solutions, 
at least, in time to prevent a disastrous 
breakdown in transportation when full 
farm production is achieved, if indeed 
this production level can be attained 
without transportation solutions before
hand. 

I say possible solutions since it will 
take research and study to find the limits 
of feasibility of any new concepts. 

The expanded study would encompass 
research on utilization of the "container 
concept" in the movement of bulk agri
cultural products, both within the coun
try and overseas. 

The "container concept" is revolution
izing all forms of transport worldwide, 
and in virtually all major industries. The 
economic benefits of containerization 
have, among other things, brought about 
the restoration of our merchant fleet. 

The "Crisis in Rural Transportation" 
study, to be conducted by the Economic 
Research Service of the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, would be expanded as 
follows: 

Study the potential for utilization of 
the container concept in the movement 
of agricultural products and agribusiness 
products to and from the farm. 

Study notential use, intracontinental 
United States. 

Study potential use for export and 
backhaul potential. 

Study potential use of refrigerated 
containers for shipment of processed 
poultry and meats, both intra-United 
States and for export. 

Study combination usage between 
agribusiness and nonagribusinesse'5 to 

utilize containers both ways and thus 
encourage dispersal of industry and 
jobs. 

A research and development program 
to develop hardware--especially new 
types of containers-if necessary-devel
opment of inexpensive methods of on
and off-loading containers on-farms
at elevators and collection points, and
onto flatcars and barges. 

Recommend sources of private capital 
to finance and/or rent and lease con
tainers, such as farm cooperatives, ele
vators, produce buyers, rail, truck, and 
barge lines. 

Coordinate this study with the "Crisis 
in Rural Transportation" study to see if 
present rural highways and railbeds are 
sufficient to handle container loads. 
Study should detail deficiencies, if any 
where these deficiencies exist and the 
cost and timetable estimates for cor
recting them. 

Mr. President, this matter of improved 
rural transportation and the "container 
potential" is of great interest to me. I 
strongly urge the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture to make it a part of this 
congressionally mandated study of the 
"Crisis in Rural Transportation." 

PAPER MOON-WALL STREET JOUR
NAL SEES GROUND FOR SUSPI
CION IN IMF REFORM PROPOSAL 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I com-
mend . to the attention of my colleagues 
an editorial which appeared in the Wall 
Street Journal on September 27, dealing 
with the International Monetary Fund 
reform discussion which has been going 
on in Nairobi, Kenya. 

The editorial is a perceptive analysis 
of some of the dangers to world mone
tary stability which would result from 
a liberalization of the current use of 
special drawing rights. 

I hope Senators will keep these points 
in mind when evaluating the interna
tional monetary changes which will re
sult from these current meetings. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
editorial be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: 

PAPER MOON 

Part of the rationale of the creation of 
Special Drawing Rights (SDRs) under the 
aegis of the International Monetary Fund 
in 1969 was that there was a need for an 
additional reserve asset to insure sufiicient 
liquidity for international commerce. 

Lack of liquidity is scarcely a problem 
today, as Mr. Stabler notes on this page to
day, but another use for SDRs is getting 
heavy promotion at the IMF annual meeting 
in Nairobi: They could be issued to the less 
developed countries (LDCs) as a substitute 
or supplement for the various forms of aid 
those countries receive from developed na
tions of the world. The idea has beauty in 
its simplicity, but there are good reasons for 
having doubts about it. 

One of them is the attitude of the less 
developed countries. They like the idea so 
well that they are w1lling to go to some 
lengths to have it realized. Specifically, 
they are willing to vote as a bloc to thwart 
the establishment of a new monetary order 
unless that order provides them with the 
special SDR ald. 

It is the attitude that bothers us, not the 
possib111ty that it might somehow delay for
mation of the new monetary order. As has 
been noted here before, the present non
system of floating exchange rates seems to 
be working well enough; we can see no 
need to junk it hurriedly in favor of an 
untried scheme. We see no special attraction 
to organization merely for organization's 
sake. 

But the attitude that the problems of 
the world can somehow be solved by merely 
calling pieces of paper "money" and send
ing them out to the folks who have the 
problems--well, that's a bit disturbing. 

If the LDCs got their aid SDRs they 
could indeed use them to buy dollars and 
francs and pounds which could in turn 
be spent on autos, textiles, roofing shingles 
or what have you. But there is no guarantee 
that this added claim on the world's 
finite supply of real goods wouldn't merely 
result in further erosion of the purchasing 
power of dollars, francs, pounds or other 
currencies. In other words, there is no guar
antee that SDR aid would really give the 
LDCs much real added purchasing power. 

In fact, there is every reason to believe 
that the 9.5 billion SDRs that already have 
come into use, equivalent to $9.5 blllion in 
1969 pre-devaluation dollars, have aggra
vated a tendency towards worldwide infla
tion. Since the 1960s, the world has gone 
from a presumed liquidity shortage to a 
super-excess of liquidity. Most of this has 
been caused by excesses of national curren
cies, particularly the dollar, but the simple 
fact is that the world does not need more 
liquidity when price inflation in the major 
industrial countries is averaging close to 
9 % . 

Further, the SDR scheme might not serve 
the specific national interests of the LDCs 
as well as its promoters believe. Given the 
realities of politics, are we to assume that 
the added nominal purchasing power would 
go to build the productive capacity of LDC 
economies? Present forms of aid, with all 
their problems of misdirection and inade
quate project evaluation, at least are heav
ily aimed at building productive capacity. 

Industrial nations which have supported 
the SDR aid scheme as a simple answer 
to the problems of the LDCs many well be 
doing the cause of world development and 
world monetary stability a substantial dis
service. The United States, to its credit, has 
been strongly resisting the idea.. Some o! 
its critics claim that the U.S. merely wants 
to keep strings tied to aid so it can be 
used for political purposes. But this is an 
unfair charge considering the commitment 
the U.S. already has made in multilateral 
forms of foreign aid that give it ver; little 
real leverage. 

As to the LDCs themselves, they can per
haps not be blamed for wanting all the 
help they can get and even trying to use 
political leverage to move things along a 
bit. But it might be well !or LDC finance 
ministers at Nairobi to think a bit more 
about the proposition. There always are 
grounds !or suspicion when someone prom
ises the moon and the grounds become even 
more solid when the moon Is made of paper. 

INTERSTATE LAND SALES 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, in 1968, 

the Congress enacted the Interstate Land 
Sales Act in an attempt to halt the fraud 
prevalent in interstate land sales. Un
fortunately such unethical practices con-
tinue to persist. It is for this reason that 
I have introduced S. 1753, the Interstate 
Land Sales Act amendments. The bill re
quires Federal licensing of all interstate 
land sales dealers. 
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Mr. President, an article which ap

peared in the Chicago Tribune shows 
what can happen to an individual who 
unwittingly falls into the trap set by 
some fast-talking interstate land sales
man. I request unanimous consent that 
this article from the Chicago Tribune be 
printed in the RECORD for the informa
tion of the Senate. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
BUYER BEWARE-OUT-OF-STATE LAND SELDOM 

SHANGRI-LA 

(By Bob Walton ) 
What does a person say to a retired man 

who has invested $2,700 of his pension money 
in unseen Colorado property and has received 
no record of his payments? 

It's too late to tell him never to buy prop
erty without first taking a look at it and the 
surrounding territory. For all he knows his 
acreage could be on the side of a steep 
mountain. 

For every person who has profited by such 
an investment thousands have lost and the 
victixns invariably are thoese who can't af
ford to take such a gamble. Florida, !or ex
ample, is a beautiful state, but no one knows 
how many underwater lots have been sold to 
the unsuspecting. 

The story o! the Colorado investment is 
told in a letter !rom a 68-year-old man who 
lives in a suburb o! Detroit. 

"We recently, bought a 97'2-acre parcel 
!rom a firm selling property in Colorado," he 
wrote. "We paid $950 for a downpayment and 
later the salesman persuaded us to buy a 
bigger place at twice the price. 

"After giving it thought !or a few days, I 
decided it was too big a chunk !or me to 
han dle because I was paying for it with my 
pension money and it would take twice as 
long to pay it off." 

Continuing, he wrote that he and his wife 
decided to go back to the original deal "and 
when we canceled out, the contract was re
turned as was our second check for $950." 

He then went on to explain he and his wife 
are planning to pay off the balance in two 
years instead o! 10 years as provided !or in 
the contract. "We are doing that by making 
!our monthly payments each month and have 
put up $2,700, but there have been no ac
knowledgement o! the money having been 
received. 

"Is this customary?" he asked. 
He answered his own question when he 

wrote that in buying their present home on 
a GI contract, "we knew where we stood 
after every payment. 

"In this deal we are saving our (cancelled] 
checks, as they represent the only way we 
have of knowing when we are paid up." he 
wrote. "Can we demand a statement on the 
payments we have. made?" 

And now !or the finale o! this unusual 
letter. 

"We have untU next July 15 to inspect the 
property and my wife wants to know that, 
1f we decide not to buy, would we get our 
money back?" he asked. 

It is possible he can get his money re
turned, but he will have to get tough and act 
fast and he should engage an attorney at 
once. 

Most states have laws designated to pro
tect innocent victims of such investments. 
Once the promoters receive a letter !rom an 
attorney it is likely they will settle in a hurry, 
1! !or nothing else than to shut him up. 

MeanwhUe, he will have to keep those can
celled checks under lock and key and he 
should never let them out of his hands. 

He didn't say, but it is within the realm 
of possibUity that the promoters will offer 
him and his wi!e "free" transportation to 
Colorado to inspect his acreage. 

I! he !eels he wants to see the property, it 
should be at his expense because a "free" 
trip would be anything but that for him. 
When a man is as easy with his money as he 
is, it's almost a certainty he'll reinstate the 
second purchase he cancelled. 

FOREIGN AID AND THE DRUG 
TRAFFIC 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, the flow 
of drugs into the United States from 
countries receiving American foreign aid 
is shocking and scandalous. Although we 
have been aware of this problem for some 
time, American law enforcement cannot 
on its own conquer the trafficking prob
lem. We must .choke this flow at its 
source. This can only be done with · the 
cooperation of nations in which drug 
production occurs. 

Today I am asking that every Member 
of the Senate give serious consideration 
to the amendment 502 to S. 2335, otiered 
by the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
HARTKE), which would stop all foreign 
aid to any country that doesn't take ade
quate steps to control the production, 
distribution, transportation, and manu
facture of heroin. I am pleased to co
sponsor such important and badly needed 
legislation. 

This amendment calls for a good faith 
etiort on the part of these countries 
through the establishment of an etiec
tive agency for enforcement. Most im
portantly, this proposal requires coop
eration with the United States in its ef
forts to eradicate the shocking under
mining of the moral fibre of our society 
caused by the illicit use of heroin. 

We here in Congress will have the op
portunity to evaluate a finding by the 
Secretary of State which would deter
mine whether each country, consistent 
with its individual problems, has made a 
good faith etiort. A resolution rejecting 
the administration's affirmative finding 
will cut oti all foreign aid to that coun
try. 

Mr. President, it is time to stop this 
criminal trade and restrain the epidemic 
of hard drug addiction. Let us halt the 
destruction of our most valuable asset, 
our country's young people. 

PRESIDENT'S HOUSING MESSAGE 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 

commend the President for announcing 
immediate moves to make mortgage loan 
money available and to unfreeze money 
for rehabilitation loans and subsidized 
rental housing. I also applaud his rec
ommendation to raise the FHA ceiling 
on single-family mortgages from the cur
rent $33,000 limit. I pledge my support 
for speedy approval of these recommen
dations. 

But on long term housing poilcy, the 
President's message Wednesday was in
complete and disappointing. 

Uncertainty clouds the President's 
housing plans for fiscal year 1975 and 
fiscal year 1976. More disturbing, how
ever, is what the President's message does 
make clear: He has no strategy for im
proving rural housing; he has no inten
tion of having the Federal Government 
assist people of modest means to buy 

new homes; he has no plans to give Fed
eral assistance for the construction of 
rental units adapted to the special needs 
of the elderly, the handicapped, large 
families, and the single-nonelderly per
son. These groups require units specially 
designed for them. Yet, the President is 
recommending a rental housing con
struction program which is not tailored 
to the unique needs of certain groups of 
renters. The President's primary pro
gram, direct cash payments, is applied 
principally toward existing units, and 
many of these lack the congregate facil
ities, incline ramps, and other features 
required by the elderly, the handicapped, 
and others. 

A housing allowance relies principally 
on units that have already been con
structed. Yet thousands of these units 
are being lost each year from our Na
tion's housing stock because landlords 
and owner occupants are either unwill
ing or unable to finance repairs. In my 
own State of California, there are 700,000 
substandard units. Without rehabilita
tion, these units and the neighborhoods 
where they are located will continue to 
go downhill. 

To prevent the deterioration of hous
ing and the surrounding neighborhood, 
Senator TAFT and I introduced the Home 
Preservation Act of 1973 to provide reha
bilitation financing under a variety of 
circumstances and in a variety of locales. 
I am disappointed that the President, 
while pinning the allowance to existing 
units, offers in his message only a small 
sample of rehabilitation assistance. 

The idea of housing allowances did not 
originate with this administration. The 
1970 Housing and Urban Development 
Act authorized the Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development to undertake 
research programs to test the feasibility 
of providing poor families with cash pay
ments to assist them in renting stand
ard units of their choice. The first data 
from the congressionally authorized ex
periment are not yet in. Clearly, the con
tinuation and expansion of that experi
ment is necessary to yield reliable re
sults. 

In his message, the President outlined 
several questions that he wants to see 
answered in the course of the experiment. 
None of the President's questions were 
directed at what I believe to be an es
sential goal of a federally aided hous
ing program: Protection for the consum
er against poor quality housing. 

The housing allowance is designed to 
enable poor families to move into decent 
and safe housing. The President did not 
raise the question of who will judge and 
enforce standards of decency and safety. 
Which standards will, in fact, be used? 
Who will see to it that the poor and aged 
find standard units when they may be too 
old or weak to locate such housing on 
their own? What will prevent landlords 
from responding to increased purchas
ing power-the allowance-by making 
only cosmetic improvements to their 
units while neglecting defects that atiect 
health and safety? These are some of 
the questions I want to see answered in 
the coming year by the housing allow
ance experiment. 

HOD otncials indicate that out of a 
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full-scale housing allowance program 
costing between $8 to $11 billion, as 
much as one-half billion would be spent 
for administration. That is one-half bil
lion per year. How this money is used
whether it will assure that the recipient 
finds and enjoys standard housing--or 
whether it is used to pay a top-heavy bu
reaucracy here in Washington-this is a 
matter that needs to be clarified. 

The President failed to explain what 
kind of housing programs we will have 
in fiscal year 1975. 

He announced the approval of 200,000 
more subsidized units through fiscal year 
1974, the end of the suspension of the 
section 23 leased public housing pro
gram, and the release of $60 million in 
rehabilitation loans-actions I was happy 
he decided to make. But I am disap
pointed that the President is not releas
ing all the impounded section 312 reha
bilitation loan money as I proposed in a 
bill earlier in the session. I am distressed 
that the President has stuck to his deci
sion to terminate conventional public 
housing, rent supplements, and in section 
235 and 236 programs while offering no 
substitute housing program for fiscal 
year 1975. 

By the end of 1974, the President stated 
he may be ready to ~ake a final decision 
on his principal approach: Direct cash 
payments to the poor applied toward ex
isting units. But if the housing allow
ance experiment shows that this ap
proach is unworkable, what then for fis
cal year 1976? 

I agree with the President that up to 
now, Federal housing programs have 
been weighted toward new construction. 
We need, I believe, to strike a better bal
ance between Federal support for new 
and existing units. But the President's 
shift is inequitable for persons of low
to moderate-income seeking homeowner
ship. 

By fiscal year 1975, the section 235 
program w111 be dead. By refusing to 
keep subsidized homeownership live, the 
President is leaving the moderate-in
come family-a family earning between 
$8 to $10,000-with little access to home
ownership. These families used the 235 
program. They w111 be forced in fiscal 
year 1975 to turn to conventional financ
ing for houses in their price range: 
$20,000 or less. The supply of housing 
in this price range is small. Rising con
struction costs and financing costs will 
reduce this small number even further. 
Only 14 percent of new homes sold so 
far in 1973 were priced at $20,000 or 
less whereas the average price of a new 
home in the first quarter of 1973 was 
$32,800. By contrast, in May 1972, that 
home sold for $27,000. 

Eighty-one percent of the users of the 
section 235 program had incomes of less 
than $8,000. Turning to conventional fi
nancing is no alternative for these in
dividuals. For them, the end of the 235 
program means the end of the chance of 
owning a newly constructed horne. 

I believe we need a construction pro
gram for single-family housing that is 
priced for those with modest incomes. 
Further, construction programs that add 
to the supply of housing in the price 

range of the 235 program will help keep 
down housing prices for all persons of 
moderate incomes. 

U the housing allowance program re
places the present subsidized programs, 
it will confine the predominant number 
of people receiving Federal housing as
sistance to the status of renters. In his 
message, the President has foresaken the 
concept of assisting poor families in 
owning new homes. He has left those of 
moderate income adrift, for without 
some kind of Federal subsidy, persons 
of modest means cannot afford to buy a 
house. No subsidy to moderate-income 
familiies for homeownership is being 
offered by the President. 

Hbmeownership opportunities for peo
ple of modest incomes should be opened 
up, not closed. The President's housing 
message shuts the homeownership door 
in their face. I believe the Congress 
should see to it that it is reopened. 

In contrast to his neglect of modest 
income home buyers, the President 
makes several recommendations to help 
middle-income purchasers. 

I share the President's view that the 
FHA single-famiy maximum mortgage 
limit of $33,000 is unrealistic in today's 
market. His request to raise that limit 
has my support. Considering today's 
high price of new and resale homes, the 
home buyer using FHA financing is 
lucky if he finds a house within the 
maximum mortgage loan amount of 
$33,000. In high cost metropolitan cen
ters in California, FHA activity is drying 
up. The FHA loan amount is just too low. 
In the Los Angeles-Long Beach area, 
for example the average purchase price 
of a new house was $37,400 in March 
1973. In the San Francisco-Oakland 
area, the average purchase price was 
$37,000. 

Today's high prices are not about to go 
down. The strong demand for housing, 
which has helped push housing prices up, 
is continuing. 

New families are being formed at a 
high rate; personal disposable income is 
rising; older housing is dropping out of 
our housing stock-these factors sustain 
demand for new units and sustain prices. 

The high costs of land, labor, and 
materials is not about to subside either. 
Over the past year, hourly wage rates 
in the building trades have gone up 7 
percent; overall construction materials 
went up by 15 percent-the most im
portant building material, lumber, in
creased by 35 percent; and the average 
cost per acre of a finished lot outpaced 
other increases by going up 30 percent. 

U FHA mortgage loans are going to be 
originated, they must reflect a housing 
market which has changed since the 1969 
housing act set the $33,000 figure. A 
higher FHA limit is necessary and has 
my support. 

The President's other proposals affect
ing FHA-the experimental authority to 
permit flexible repayment terms; the set
ting of FHA and VA interest rates at the 
market rate; and FHA reinsurance of 
private mortgage insurance companies
all require study by the Congress. A care
ful evaluation is also required of the 
President's proposal to allow a mortgage 

interest tax credit to financial institu
tions who invest in residential mortgages. 

Of immediate value is the President's 
decision to ease his tight money policy 
that has made mortgage money at rea
sonable rates almost impossible to get. 

On July 5, Federal monetary authori
ties tried to check the outflow of savings 
from thrift institutions by authorizing 
higher interest rates on time deposits. 
On the same day the Secretary of Hous
ing and Urban Development announced 
that interest rates on FHA and VA loans 
would be raised from 7 to 7% percent in 
order to avoid large discounts. While 
both actions were intended to do some 
good, both have failed the savings and 
housing industries and the homebuying 
public. 

Despite the higher interest rates pay
able on time deposits, savings and loan 
associations and mutual savings banks 
have actually lost hundreds of millions 
of dollars since July 5 to commercial 
banks and to investments in more at
tractive Treasury bills and other market 
instruments. 

The result is that mortgage money 
that was gradually disappearing prior to 
July 5, quickly dried up. 

When the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development announced on July 
5 that FHA and VA rates would be raised 
to 7% percent, he did so because sellers 
were having to pay at least 8 discount 
points to make the FHA mortgage mar
ketable. 

Despite the interest rate hike, many 
who depended on FHA and VA financing 
still found they were out in the cold. The 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel
opment suspended the GNMA tandem 
plan for nonsubsidized FHA loans on the 
theory that this assistance would not be 
needed once a higher interest rate was 
effective. Discount points, however, did 
not plummet. Since then, the Secretary 
of Housing and Urban Development has 
raised the FHA interest rate to 8% per
cent. Even so, sizable discount points 
continued to be charged. 

As of August 30, the date of my re
sponse from Housing and Urban Devel
opment on the subject of the GNMA tan
dem plan, the Department stood fast by 
its decision not to reinstate the GNMA 
tandem plan assistance for nonsubsi
dized programs. Mr. President, the De
partment's response was prepared for the 
record of hearings by the Senate Hous
ing Subcommittee on housing legislation. 
Since this record has not yet been print
ed, I ask unanimous consent to print the 
Department's response to my questions 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR CRANSTON 

The termination of the GNMA Tandem 
Plan for the unsubsidlzed programs has 
caused a great deal of concern in my State 
and, I am sure, in others. Some sponsors, 
for example, had firm coiillllitments at the 
time GNMA said it had closed its doors. 

1. Why has HUD terminated the GNMA 
plan for the unsubsidlzed programs? 

2. Will GNMA honor those firm commit
ments made around June 27-28? 

3. Will the Tandem Plan for the subsidized 
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programs cover all those applications in the 
pipeline? 
ANSWERS TO SENATOR CRANSTON'S QUESTIONS 

1. The Secretary has increased the maxi
mum allowable interest rate permitted for 
mortgages insured by FHA to 8¥2 percent. 
HUD's Tandem Plan for FHA insured hous
ing (unsubsidlzed) will remain suspended 
(except for multifamily housing mortgages 
covered by FHA commitments issued prior to 
June 30, see 2. below) because the Plan will 
not be needed with the reduction in dis
counts resulting from the higher interest 
rate. 

2. GNMA will honor all commitments 
made by it for the purchase of mortgages 
prior to the close of business June 28. It is 
anticipated, however, that most mortgage 
lenders with commitments covering unsub
sidlzed housing mortgages wlll have their 
FHA commitments increased to the new in
terest rate thereby avoiding the need for 
Tandem Plan participation. All Tandem 
Plans were suspended, effective June 28, 
1973, when funding authorizations were ex
hausted. Since that time, in July and August, 
the Tandem Plans for Programs 16 (section 
235(j)), 17 (section 221(d) (3)), 236, and 
rent supplements), and 18 (section 235(i)) 
were reinstated when funding authorizations 
were approved. Effective on August 27, the 
Tandem Plan for Program 21 (unsubsidized 
multifamily housing mortgages was also re
instated for mortgages covered by FHA 
commitments issued prior to June 30. 

3. In order to avoid inequity in connec
tion with the increase in the interest rate, 
Tandem Plan assistance will continue as 
to all HUD subsidized housing in process 
which would not be feasible at the higher 
interest rate and requires Tandem Plan as
sistance to remain economically viable. A 
letter is required from the local HUD office 
to GNMA documenting the finding of in
feasibility at the higher rate. 

Mr. CRANSTON. The suspension of 
the GNMA tandem plan on July 5, for 
the unsubsidized programs was pre
mature. I am pleased that the adminis
tration has reversed itself and is re
instating this assistance. 

Besides the reinstatement of the 
GNMA tandem plan, I am encouraged 
by the President's announcement that 
the Federal Home Loan Bank Board is 
authorized to wo .. k out a program of 
"forward commitments," worth $2.5 bil
lion, designed to give savings and loan 
associations the confidence to make 
mortgage loans. 

But, the GNMA tandem plan and the 
program of "forward commitments" 
alone are not enough to solve the cur
rent credit crtmch of tight money and 
high interest rates that threatens to shut 
down homebuilding and shut out peo
ple who need and want to buy homes. 
Congress must continue its investigation 
of the impact of actions taken by the 
Federal Reserve Board, the Federal De
posit Insurance Corporation, and the 
Federal Home Loan Bank Board on July 
5, and take other corrective measures 
where necessary. These actions included 
increasing interest rates on time deposits, 
decreasing to Y4 percent the di1Ierential 
on passbook savings between commercial 
banks and thrift institutions, and intro
ducing a new type of time deposit which 
is causing wild bidding between banks 
and savings institutions for the savings 
dollar. This new savings category is a 4-

year, $1,000 minimum, unlimited inter
est time deposit. 

I personally support a proposal being 
offered by Senator MciNTYRE that re
quires Federal banking regulatory agen
cies to set interest ceilings on certificate 
of deposits in order reasonably to assure 
the fiow of money into savings institu
tions and the housing market. 

The President will be sending his legis
lation to Congress shortly. I hope the leg
islation is more specific than his message. 
The course for housing programs for 
fiscal year 1975 and fiscal year 1976 are 
still unchartered despite all the fanfare 
about new directions. Putting housing 
programs on the right course is a task 
now for the Congress. 

AN HONEST MAN BOWS OUT 
Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, all 

of us feel a sense of sadness over the im
pending departure from the Senate of 
the distinguished senior senator from 
Iowa (Mr. HUGHES). Senator HUGHES 
has been an eloquent spokesman for so 
many causes that this Nation needs to 
address--the cause of peace, the cause of 
combatting alcoholism and drug abuse, 
and the cause of giving every man a sense 
of dignity and self-respect. 

Senator HuGHES has been and doubtless 
will continue to be a great spiritual and 
humanitarian leader. He exemplifies the 
kind of spiritual leadership that com
bines the force of conviction with the 
compassion for need. 

So we can all join in wishing him well 
in his new endeavors. I have no doubt 
that he will make just as great-if not 
greater-contributions for the good of his 
fellow man in his new role as a Christian 
lay leader and spokesman. And I, for one, 
certainly hope that Senator HUGHES will 
on a regular basis give the Members of 
the Senate the benefit of his views on 
matters with which he will be dealing. 

In a time when so many people are 
skeptical and downright suspicious of 
public officials, it is refreshing to note 
that there are many, many fine men and 
women in public office. They, like Sen
ator HuGHEs, serve the cause of man and 
God as best they know how-and often at 
very great personal sacrifice. Many of the 
finest men and women I know are public 
officials who have dedicated their lives 
to making life better for their State and 
Nation. 

It is a great tribute to Senator HuGHES 
that the Paducah Sun-Democrat, a rela
tively small but outstanding daily news
paper in my State, devoted its lead edi
torial of September 20 to Senator 
HUGHES. The editorial is entitled "An 
Honest Man Bows Out," and I think the 
Sun-Democrat was correct when it 
stated: 

Many people have disagreed with many of 
the positions Senator Hughes has taken. But 
nobody has bad the temerity to ascribe his 
positions to anything less than lofty motives. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the Paducah Sun-Democrat 
editorial of September 20, 1973 be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AN HONEST MAN Bows OUT 
Somebody once remarked that the one un

beatable thing in this world is a completely 
honest man. 

Such a. man, if we judge correctly, is Sen. 
Harold Hughes of Iowa.. Once a. truck driver 
who slid into the abyss of alcoholism, he 
recovered through a. profound spiritual ex
perience. As a result, he determined to test 
what could be accomplished by a. completely 
honest and dedicated man. 

The people of Iowa have been so caught up 
in the drama. of his life and the extraordinary 
a.bil1ty that was unshackled when the bonds 
of alcoholism were severed, that it's incon
ceivable that they would deny him any office 
he asked for. 

He has served them three times as governor 
and is now in his first term as United States 
senator. No doubt, he could go on serving in 
the Senate until the end of his active life. 

But now, having established the truth of 
the maxim about the honest man, he bas 
decided not to run again. He is going to leave 
the Senate at the end of his term "to work 
full-time for Christ." 

Why is he walking out of an office which is 
the summit of ambition for many men? 

Because, he told a press conference, be has 
made a. "compelling, intuitive commitment 
to launch out in a. different kind of effort 
that will be primarily spiritual rather than 
political." 

Sen. Hughes' great strength has risen from 
his rejection of the false values that en
snare other men. It's impossible to imagine 
anyone even offering him a. bribe. He works 
for different goals, and be is actuated by 
different motives from those that move lesser 
men. In serving the people, he believes, he is 
serving God. 

There is a special danger for this type of 
man. Because he knows his motives to be 
better, he is likely to believe that his opinions 
are also sounder than those of other men. 
Sen. Hughes avoids this snare better than 
most. 

Many people have disagreed with many of 
the positions Sen. Hughes bas taken. But 
nobody bas had the temerity to ascribe his 
positions to anything less than lofty motives. 

"Nor does the wisdom of the spirit solve 
precisely the perplexing problems of worldly 
conduct," Walter Lippmann wrote in "The 
Public Philosophy." "For it is the realm of 
being in which the problems of earthly exist
ence are not solved but transcended." 

Maybe Sen. Hughes has concluded that 
people have a greater need today to learn to 
transcend some of the difficult problems fac
ing the nation than to have them solved. 
Or maybe that the problems aren't solvable 
at all until we do learn the "wisdom of the 
spirit" that transcends them. 

SENATOR BENTSEN WINS PRAISE 
Mr. MciNTYRE. Mr. President, yes

terday's Washington Post included an 
article by Spencer Rich which summed 
up the feelings of many of my colleagues 
about Senator LLOYD BENTSEN. 

Entitled "Soft Spoken Bentsen Gains 
Wide Respect in the Senate," the article 
predicts the Senator's hard work and fol
lowthrough will rapidly turn him into 
one of the Senate's brighter lights. 

As one Senator who has had the op
portunity to work with Senator BENTSEN 
when he was on the Armed Services Com
mittee-and on my Research and Devel
opment Subcommittee-! heartily agree. 
Indeed, after 2lh years in the Senate, I 
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think Senator BENTSEN has already be
come one of our brighter stars. 

I am delighted Senator BENTSEN's fine 
work has been recognized in the article 
in yesterday's Washington Post and I 
know my colleagues will want an oppor
tunity to read the piece. 

Mr. President, I therefore ask unani
mous consent that the article be printed 
in its entirety at the conclusion of these 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
SOFT-SPOKEN BENTSEN GAINS WIDE 

RESPECT IN THE SENATE 

(By Spencer Rich) 
Although he is little known to the gen

eral public, Sen. Lloyd Bentsen, the quiet 
man from Texas, is rapidly winning wide
spread respect and admiration in the Senate, 
and may soon become one of its brighter 
Democratic stars. 

Soft-spoken, hard-working, persuasive, ex
tremely well organized and systematic and 
known as a follow-through man, Bentsen, 52, 
is already being talked about as a man of 
future leadership potential, although he has 
been in the Senate only 2¥2 years. 

"Probably he is the best Democratic sen
ator to come into the Senate in the last 
dozen years," said one Senate staff man who 
has seen them all for nearly two decades. 

"He's the most promising first-term sen
ator in the Senate-without question," said 
one high-ranking Democrat who asked not to 
be identified, lest his praise of Bentsen pro
voke the resentment of other freshmen. 

"He's a heavyweight. He has made his mark 
as a speaker. He carries the ball intelligently 
and aggressively. When we're up against him 
we know we have to work," said Senate Mi
nority Leader Hugh Scott (R-Pa.) recently. 

Attractive Senate newcomers often lose 
their luster as time pass.es, their drive and 
enthusiasm fades and they settle down to a 
comfortable routine merely designed to get 
them reelected. This coul<:! happen to Bent
sen-only time wm tell-or he could con
ceivably reach for the presidency, as some 
think he may, and become singed and tar
nished in the process, as has often hap
pened to other men. 

But so far, Bentsen looks good to his col
leagues. What earns men Brownie points 
around the Senate is hard work, a certain 
willingness to give and take, a respect for 
democratic institutions, and forbearance 
from excessive showboating. 

So far, Bentsen has demonstrated these 
qualities, plus a quiet but articulate man
ner of speaking which comes across ex
tremely well both in person and on tele
vision, and a moderate political stance in 
which he has supported civil rights, Demo
cratic econoinlc programs and end-the-war 
legislation, while looking after the on inter
ests of his native state. Bentsen startled the 
Southern establishment last year when, in 
a move wholly unlike a junior Southerner, 
he opposed acceleration of the Trident sub
marine system. He had shocked it even more 
when he first came to the Senate with a 
strong but fallacious reputation as an arch
conservative, and promptly bucked the most 
ancient traditions of the South by voting to 
make it easier to cut off filibusters. 

A close associate of Lyndon B. Johnson 
and John B. Connally in his earlier political 
ca..reer, and a sort of protege of famed 
Speaker Sam Rayburn during a 1949-55 stint 
in the House, Bentsen became an insurance 
mill1onaire (his net worth in 1971 was $2.4 
million) and in 1970 tackled long-time lib
eral Democratic Sen. Ralph Yarborough 
(D-Tex.) for the Senate nomination. 

In a rough campaign which polarized the 
positions of both men, Bentsen narrowly 
beat Yarborough ln the primary and then 

went on to whip George Bush, now GOP 
national chairman, in the general election. 

It was in these campaigns that Bentsen 
earned an exaggerated reputation as a con
servative. It was widely expected in Wash
ington that he would become a part of Presi
dent Nixon's hoped-for "ideological majority" 
when he took office in 1971. 

Arriving in Washington, he immediately 
held a news conference to announce that, 
while he didn't consider himself a liberal, 
he wasn't a fascist either, and 1f there was 
anything he could be labeled it was "mod
erate" and "regular Democrat." 

"You know, when I was in the House I was 
one of only two Texas congressmen who 
voted against the polltax," he said in a re
cent interview. "The other was Albert 
Thomas, who represented a fairly liberal con
stituency in Houston. That doesn't sound 
like much now, but believe me, in those days 
it was something." 

Bentsen emerged on the Senate Finance 
Committee this year as one of the strong 
men in support of the committee's pension 
reform bill. Those who worked with him said 
they were amazed at his knowledge of the 
technical aspects of pensions. "I did a lot 
of study on it," he said. "And I was in the 
insurance business, the banking business 
and the mutual fund business." 

Although a freshman, he has been named 
chairman of the Senate Democratic Cam
paign Cominlttee by Majority Leader Mike 
Mansfield (D-Mont.). He admits to being a 
good political fundraiser: "I'm pre,tty good 
at it. I work at it," he said. "As long ago 
as 1960, I was finance chairman for the 
Kennedy-Johnson ticket in Texas." 

Bentsen is a mlllionaire and he doesn't 
hide it. He dresses conservatively but he 
rides around town in a big black car with a 
telephone. He has helped to hire extra staff 
with his private funds, and has recently 
taken on Ben Palumbo, a former aide to 
Sen. Harrison A. Williams Jr. (D-N.J.), as 
an "advance man" on some political matters. 
Palumbo is paid with money left over from 
a Bentsen campaign dinner. 

Bentsen says Palumbo wlll help him with 
Senate Democratic Campaign Committee 
work. A number of others around the Senate 
think he may just be dreainlng of the presi
dency-an idea Bentsen denies-and may be 
using Palumbo in a dual role. 

When Bentsen first came to the Senate, 
he hired a systems analysis firm to analyze 
his employee needs and help him work out 
job descriptions for every function in his 
office, which has since won a reputation as 
one of the more smooth-running Senate 
operations. 

Partisan politically but not on policy mat
ters, Bentsen has often stood with the Presi
dent on defense or other substantive issues. 
But on the Watergate tapes, "If the Supreme 
Court says that the President has to sur
render those tapes, then he has to surrender 
them," he said. Refusal would be so destruc
tive to our system of government that it 
could not go unchallenged, he conte,nded. 

Bentsen appears to have won widespread 
respect among conservative Democrats, sub
stantial respect among moderates, and some
what grudging 1f increasing respect, from 
the party's liberal wing, which doesn't com
pletely trust him yet. 

"He makes the right moves; he's smooth; 
so far he looks good. But I'm not clear about 
him yet," said one Northern Democrat. "I'll 
have to see him more. How much he gets 
through. How much staying power he has." 

Bentsen disclaims national ambitions or 
the desire to run for a. Senate leadership 
post, but leaves the impression his arm could 
be twisted. 

"I'm enjoying myself working in the Sen
ate. This (town) is the center of the world," 
he said, adding, "Am I running for President 
or Vice President? I'm not." But at another 
point he said: "Everyone in the Senate 
knows that the place you can influence the 

destiny of this nation most is there in the 
presidency." 

TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, mem
bers of the South Dakota Board of 
Transportation met in Sioux Falls with 
people from all walks of life to discuss 
what can be done to halt the deteriora
tion of our Nation's transportation sys
tems: The theme of the meeting was 
"Where Do We Go From Here?" 

We in South Dakota have become more 
aware than most that the railroads must 
be saved. We need the rails to ship the 
grain and meat products we produce for 
consumers throughout the United States 
and to bring in the petroleum, machin
ery, and other things we need to do our 
jobs. 

Our dependence on rail transport was 
dramatically illustrated this past summer 
when, because of improvident adminis
tration policies, we could not get the 
boxcars needed to ship our grain. 

So while we recognize the contribution 
the truckers and the airlines have made 
to our country and our economy, we feel 
that railroads have a role to play which 
no other mode of transportation can 
replace. 

So I welcomed the opportunity to re
port to this meeting what measures the 
Congress is considering to improve rail 
service and what I think can be done in 
this area. Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent that a copy of my statement be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
THE TRANSPORTATION CRISIS: WHERE Do WE 

Go FRoM HERE? 
When we talk about where we go from 

here as we consider transportation in South 
Dakota, we know the answer. We must go in 
a direction precisely opposite to the policies 
we have followed since the end of World War 
II. There must be more rather than less track 
Inlleage, more rather than fewer freight cars, 
more rather than less frequent service, and 
an end to the problems we had this year in 
getting our grain crop to market. 

As I see it, there are three areas which 
need serious and prompt consideration: an 
immediate ban on all line abandonment; 
a plentiful supply of freight cars; and a care
ful study of the different alternatives the 
Federal government might adopt to help 
solve the crisis. 

The importance of ran transportation in 
the United States is illustrated by the many 
bills which have been introduced in Congress 
dealing with its improvement, excluding 
those which have to do with rallroad em
ployees, wage bargaining, or pensions. 

Senator Vance Hartke of Indiana has in
troduced a bill called the Midwest and North
east Ran System Development Act. It pro
vides for study of a restructured rail trans
portation system in the Midwest and North
east regions of the nation in order to meet 
the present and future needs of commerce, 
the national defense, as well as the environ
ment, the service requirements of passengers, 
mall shippers, States, communities and the 
public at large. 

When the bill comes to the Senate floor, 
Senator Pearson will offer an amendment 
for the Northeast as a substitute to the 
Hartke bill. One of the Pearson provisions, 
called the Local Ran Services Act of 1973 
authorizes federal subsidies of up to $50 mil
lion annually to make up for railroad losses 
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to avoid abandonment of unprofitable rail 
services which are essential to the local com
munity. Thirty percent of the funds would 
come from State and local sources. 

In contrast, the Hartke bill calls for a 
survey of existing rail transportation opera
tions and facilities, an analysis of rail serv
ice needs and a study of methods of effect
ing economies in the cost of rail operations. 
On the basis of such surveys, the Congress 
could develop methods for accomplishing the 
transition from the existing, inefficient, un
reliable and insolvent rail system to an effi
cient, reliable and financially supportable 
restructured system. 

I am proposing an amendment to this bill 
which will do two things: extend the study 
to include the feasibility of the Federal gov
ernment's purchasing rights-of-way, track 
and all appurtenances such as signal sys
tems and bridges, except rolling stock, at the 
request of any railroad in the country, and 
then lease them back in return for a user's 
fee or other form of payment by the rail
road. In this way, railroads could become 
more competitive with the airlines and 
truckers; the former receive Federal support 
for airport construction and the latter bene
fit from the highways and roads, which are 
built and maintained through gasoline taxes, 
license fees and toll$. 

I also think that the Federal government 
should take an active part in seeing to it 
that the supply of boxcars is sufficient, that 
it undertake research to have manufactured 
the most efficient kinds, and that some work
able method is devised so that the cars can 
be distributed in the quantities needed as 
demand peaks in various areas during cer
tain seasons of the year. 

All of this may take some time to ac
complish. But in the meantime, we must 
have a moratorium on all line abandonment. 
For I am convinced that every mile of track 
lost in South Dakota and in many other 
States will have to be replaced at some 
future date. And when it is, the cost of doing 
so will be far greater than what I propose. 

The public interest demands that we pre
vent the collapse of our railroads. For no 
matter how efficient our air and truck trans
port may be, there are certain things which 
only our railroads can do. And if Federal air
port and highway aid has made railroads 
unprofitable then the answer lies not in 
hurting those industries but in helping the 
railroads to efficiently answer the people's 
needs. 

MOORE-McCORMACK 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, enactment 

of the Merchant Marine Act of 1970, 
nearly 3 years ago has set us on the 
greatest peacetime program of shipbuild
ing in our history. Hopefully, when we 
commemora;te the 200th anniversary of 
the birth of the United States, we will be 
able to look with pride on our fleet as 
being one of the most modern and effi
cient in the world. 

The Congress has done its part in 
assisting our maritime industry in re
building our fleet. Now the management 
leadership of the industr;v must meet the 
challenges of international competition 
and operate these vessels on an efficient 
and profitable basis. Without profits our 
efforts in passing the 1970 act will have 
been in vain. 

The New York Times earlier this 
month described the upward turn in the 
operating results of Moore-McCormack 
Lines, under the leadership of its presi-
dent, James R. Barker. I ask unanimous 
consent that this article be printed in 
the RECORD. 

CXIX--2014-Part 25 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
A CURE FOR MoOREMACK: RUBBING BUDDHA'S 

BELLY SEEMS To PAY OFF 

(By William D. Smith) 
Late one night in January, 1971 , James R. 

Barker placed himself in front of the fire in 
his home to contemplate a question that al
most every man broaches seriously at least 
once: "What do I really want to do with my 
life?" · 

But Mr. Barker's contemplative sojourn 
lasted only as long as it took to pose the 
question. 

The reply was instantaneous: "I want to 
take a crack at running a steamship line." 

The query and the reply were not mere 
conjecture. Earlier in the evening the 35-
year-old management consultant had been 
offered a job as chairman and chief executive 
officer of the Moore & McCormack Comapny, 
Inc., one of the most famous names in Amer
ican shipping. 

Moore-McCormack still had the name, but 
through the years it had gradually been los
ing the financial game. In 1970 it lost $17.1-
million. 

"Most of American shipping was ailing, 
a~d Mooremack was a perfect case in point 
of an industry and a company unable to cope 
with changing circumstances," Mr. Barker 
recalled. 

Rather than try to create a turnabout situ
ation, when he took the job in February, 
1971, Mr. Barker began turning the company 
inside out. He has eliminated such businesses 
as the time-honored passenger liner service 
and has entered such new fields as mining 
and energy. 

"I see the future of Moore-McCormack as 
a transportation and natural-resource ' com
pany with planned and programed synergism 
between the two components," Mr. Barker 
said. 

Mr. Barker had detailed a 14-point pro
gram for survival to the Mooremack board 
while employed as a consultant. Although 
the program contained some bitt er pills such 
as cutting back personnel, the directors 
decided that it was the mediciLe needed to 
cure the corporation's malady and that the 
man to administer it was the man who had 
devised it. 

Thus far the figures indicate that the pre
scription is working. Earnings moved into 
the black in 1971 with a net income of $2.11-
million and tripled to $6.45-million in 1972, 
including an extraordinary credit of $2.75-
million. In the first six months of 1973 
Mooremack had profits of $4.88-million, dou
ble the $2.01-million of the fi.rst half of 1972. 

Mr. Barker predicts profits of more than 
$8-million for this year. Furthermore, he be
lieves his goal, a growth rate of 15 per cent a 
year, "is attainable given the base we have 
and our program for the future ." 

Moore-McCormack's head man, a broad
framed six footer, made all state in the tough 
battle grounds of Ohio high-school football. 
He talks softly with rather a gravelly voice. 

Mr. Barker has a touch of the old-fash
ioned "Protestant ethic'• in that he believes 
firmly that doing a good job and fighting the 
good fight are rewards in themselves. 

But he prides himself on bein~ a prag
matist. "I think I have the ability to size up 
a situation and act upon it in a rational 
fashion," he commented. Yet he never fails 
when lunching with other shippers at the 
India House to rub the belly of the statue of 
Buddha that stands in the entrance way, the 
traditional ship owners' good-luck gesture. 

Mr. Barker says that much in his early life 
pointed to a career in shipping and "I took 
the hint." 

During childhood he spent summers with 
his uncle, a boat captain in Sault Ste. Marie, 
Mich., and w}?.en he was old enough for 

summer work, he got jobs on ships plying the 
Great Lakes trade. 

After graduation from Columbia College in 
1957, Mr. Barker became a Coast Guard of
ficer and returned to Sault Ste. Marie. 

"As executive officer under a very tough 
skipper, I became deeply involved in all the 
operational problems of the ships, their cap
tains and their owners. I worked damn hard, 
but was more than adequately paid back 
with a fine practical education," he recalled. 

His next move was to the Harvard Gradu
ate School of Business Administration, where 
he hoped to learn to "bring a rational sys
tems perspective to a rather tradition-bound 
business." 

He found what he wanted, particularly 
under the guidance of Prof. Paul Cherington, 
who "had a fantastic in:fiuence on my life 
and outlook." 

After graduation Mr. Barker went to work 
for Pickands Mat her & Co., a major raw
mat erials production and shipping company 
in the Great Lakes area and ironically one 
that had turned him down for a summer job 
the year before. 

" I knew what I was looking for and I am 
the persistent type," he explained. During 
four years at Pickands Mather, Mr. Barker 
did everything from financial analysis to 
helping the personnel manager crew boats. 

"The most significant intellectual accom
plishment of my whole life was the construc
tion of a mathematical model of the com
pany," he said. "It worked then and is still 
working, allowing the company to pick from 
numerous options the best alternative for 
bot h it s 13-ship :fieet and its production 
activities." 

Next he joined Professor Cherington, at 
Harbridge House, a management consulting 
firm, as a transportation specialist. In Janu
ary, 1970, with Carl Sloane and Peter Temple, 
he formed a new management consulting 
firm. Moore-McCormack hired Temple, Bar
ker & Sloane four months later to evaluate 
its problems. 

"This wasn't too hard to do really. They 
stared you right in the face." He ticked them 
otr: 

The impracticality of passenger shipping. 
Mooremack had two liners laid up at an an
nual cost of $1.5-million. 

A rate war in the North Atlantic. The com
pany has since quit the run. 

Containerization, which had not yet begun 
to pay off. 

Serious difficulties in the South American 
and African cargo trade. 

"The problems were such that only a total 
restructuring would do the trick," he said. 
"Anything less and Moore-McCormack would 
probably not be here today." 

When he joined the company, Mr. Barker 
said, "My job was to protect the assets of the 
company in its weakened position from raid
ers, while turning it toward the future, as we 
saw it, as a water-transportation and nat
ural-resource operation." 

Mr. Barker said the company had these 
needs : 

Credibility in the natural-resource busi
ness. 

A management group to develop new proj
ects. 

Earnings to support it as it moved toward 
its long-term goals. 

Mr. Barker moved on several fronts. The 
two laid-up passenger ships were sold for 
about $20-million. The asset base was 
strengthened by negotiating a new agree
ment with the Maritime Administration for 
an interim capital construction fund, free
ing $26-million for developing as a trans
portation and water-resources company. 

The cargo routes it kept posted a 54 per 
cent increase in operating profits, propelled 
by agreements with Brazil, one of the world's 
largest and fastest-growing economies. Simi-
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lar agreements are being negotiated with 
Argentina.. 

Vessel utmza.tion was improved by increas
ing containerization of cargo to more than 
70 per cent from less than 60 per cent in 1971. 

Most startling, Mr. Barker returned to 
Pickands Mather-but as a. buyer. Moore
mack bought the company, except some of 
its chemical operations, from Diamond 
Sh&mrock for $66-million in December, 1972. 

"We had a. list of eight companies that 
might give us credibllity in the natural-re
source field. P.M. led the list, and we had our 
vehicle for growth, as well as cred1b111ty and 
solid management, he said. 

Besides running its Great Lakes fleet, Pick
a.nds Mather operates iron, coal and other 
mineral mines around the world both for its 
own account and for others. It is the world's 
sixth largest iron-ore producer. In April the 
company and the South Carolina Electric 
and Gas Company announced plans for a 
synthetic natural-gas plant costing $10-mil
lion. 

In early July Pickands Mather and the 
Bethlehem Steel Corporation announced 
plans to invest $150-million in the construc
tion of a. new large sca.le iron-ore pelletiza
tion complex at Hibbing, Minn. 

Late in July the company announced that 
it would build three tankers costing in excess 
of $63-million. 

"Obviously we are interested in joint ven
tures, Mr. Barker said, "They allow us to get 
maximum benefit from our capital, as well as 
get into more fields because of the variety of 
expertise we now offer." 

Mr. Barker plans for the company to begin 
reaching its potential in 1976 and between 
now and then "to just get increasingly prof
itable." 

"Our plans will require capital. In the pres
ent market it is very difficult to raise money," 
he observed. "If companies like ours with a 
very promising future can't raise money, 
then economics will have it that the growth 
of the country itself must certainly slow." 

Mr. Barker lives with his wife, and three 
children in Darien, Conn., to be ne&r the wa
ter, although he finds little time to sail his 
boat, a.n ensign. It may be because he prac
tices his own basic princip1le of manage
ment--"work your tail off." 

He commented, "Businesses aren't run by 
geniuses. It is a. matter of putting one foot 
after another in a logical fashion. The trick 
1s in knowing in what direction you want to 
go." 

PEACE-ONE CITY, ONE NATION, 
ONE WORLD 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, in 1798, 
Dr. Benjamin Rush, a signer of the Dec
laration of Independence, and later 
Treasurer of the United States, proposed 
that a Department of Peace be estab
lished at the . cabinet level of the new 
government. 

Since then, the proposal has been in
troduced in nearly every Congress. I, 
along with the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH) in
troduced S. 1024 in the 93d Congress. 

Mr. President, perennially elusive 
peace throughout the world deserves 
more than the silent treatment. Now, 
that the United States is no longer in
volved in a conflict of violence, the con
cept of "World Peace" has left our 
mind, only to be restored if we again 
engage in hostilities. 

Under my proposal, peace would be 
as important a concept of discussion as 
defense. Let me remind my colleagues of 
the time and energy that we are now ex
pending on the floor of the Senate to 
determine how much money shall be 

spent or how many weapons shall be 
produced-weapons that only kill. 

Mr. President, I would like my col
leagues to consider the expenditure of 
$633 million for an airplane, the F-14, 
that the Navy neither needs nor is sure 
will be functional and the expenditure 
of $1.147 billion for an airplane, F-15, 
for the Air Force which is not close to 
perfection in the design stage. The Con
gress is going to spend nearly $2 billion 
for weapons that are not perfected while 
they are unable to see the utility of an 
expenditure for the establishment of a 
Department of Peace. 

If the questionable expenditure of vast 
sums to carry-on war is plausible, then, 
I ask my fellow Senators, is not the es
tablishment of an academy to further 
peace as worthy an expenditure of the 
taxpayers' dollars. 

Mr. President, peace may not come to 
the world in our generation, or our chil
dren's generation, but unless man begins 
to think in terms of peace, instead of vio
lence and weapons, we will never have 
peace. 

I ask unanimous consent that an arti
cle by Nachman M. Gerber appearing 1n 
the February 1973, issues of Current 
magazine, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows. 
[From Curr~nt magazine, February, 1973) 

TOWARD A CITY OF PEACE 

(By Nachman M. Gerber) 
(NoTE.-Mr. Gerber, a. Baltimore, Maryland 

business man and president of the founda
tion, Peacefully Yours, Inc., offers suggestions 
for raising our consciousness about peace 
through educational efforts, new institution 
building and creating a. wholly new Peace 
City in the United States. Adapted from 
"Peace in the Twentieth Century," an ad
dress by Nachman M. Gerber to the Interna
tional Convocation 1972, Education for Peace, 
Manhattan College, Bronx, N.Y., Oct. 14, 
1972.) 

In this troubled times, when peace is so 
sought after, why is it so elusive? To sum 
up an answer in a few words, the peoples 
of the world, accept historical values which 
revolve around a philosophy of war and all 
its derivatives. This covers almost every as
pect of living, including relations among 
nations, our economic systems and produc
tion of munitions for war, and keeping a 
large percentage of the world's population 
poor, hungry and Uliterate. 

As a result of the perpetuation of such 
philosophies, the world's people elect or ac
cept men and women for leaders of their 
governments who also believe these philoso
phies and in their leadership keep some part 
of the world at war at all times. 

ON CHANGING VALUE SYSTEMS 

How can this seemingly all-pervasive sys
tem of values be reevaluated and redirected? 
Obviously no easy or quick answers are avail
able. But as President Dwight Eisenhower 
said in 1955 to the British Prime Minister 
Harold Macmillan: "One day the peoples of 
the world will W'ai.Il.t peace so badly, the gov
ernments better get out of the way and give 
it to them." 

Embedded in these words which, on the 
surface, appear all to simplistic, is a deep 
understanding that value systems centuries 
old can change and be supplanted by philoso
phies and modes of living which will demand 
a. peaceful arena in international affairs. 

And the time now seems ripe for setting 
in motion certain measures which can lead 
to reevaluation and redirection of man's 

dream for peace. Such measures must inevit
ably bring forth new institutions dedicated 
to peaceful endeavor. They must also lead 
to new systems of education and reeducation 
for peace. And such beginnings must provide 
for an appropriate symbolism of peace to 
replace the overriding militaristic thought
ways and veneration of war we still endure. 

Perhaps the latter is qf prime importance 
of all the steps we could now take. I discuss 
it last, however, in suggesting the creation 
and building of Peace City, because such an 
endeavor would be not only novel but all
embracing and thus a fitting and unifying 
symbol for peace. The new institutions and 
educational steps we should undertake are 
more straightforward to sketch in outline. 

NEW PEACE INSTITUTIONS 

On the institutional side, I suggest we cre
ate forthwith three new governmental agen
cies. First, the President and Congress should 
create a. Department of Peace as a cabinet 
level institution. Second, our government and 
all governments where possible should set up 
Peace Research Institutes. And third, that 
a Peace Academy be established, comparable 
to the Army's Academy at West Point. the 
Naval Academy at Annapolis and the Air 
Force Academy at Colorado Springs. 

The Department of Peace should have reg
ular cabinet status, and oversee at least the 
initial establishment of a United States Peace 
Research Institute. For reasons of adequate 
funding such an institute should probably 
be maintained as an omcial government 
agency. What autonomy it should have from 
the Department of Peace is only one of many 
organizational problems involved in setting 
up these new institutions. Obviously pro
longed analysis and decision-making would 
be involved in creating the new cabinet de
partment. What functions would the present 
Secretary of State and the State Department 
continue to fulfill? 

Such questions need debate, but they raise 
the fundamental issue of what purpose a. 
new Department of Peace should fulfill. Of 
highest importance again, it seems to me, 
is the fact that by its very existence a Peace 
Department would symbolize our govern
ment's serious concern for the problems ef
fecting peace. A Secretary of Peace could be 
expected continuously to bring to cabinet 
level attention the problems of peace and 
solutions to them that are now often con
sidered only in traditional national state 
versus national state terms or in military 
perspective. 

If such a Peace Department would raise 
to the highest level a. constant and overt 
dedication to pe&ee, so too a Peace Research 
Institute, adequately funded, could under
take significant and broa.dbased research on 
problems of peace that are now only fitfully 
under study in private peace organizations 
or through private scholarly research. Such 
Peace Research Institutes should be estab
lished in many other countries. 

THE ROLE OF A PEACE ACADEMY 

In suggesting the establishment of a Peace 
Academy, comparable to our present mili
tary service academies (and also a four-year 
academy), I have in mind not only a. train
ing center for personnel of a Department of 
Peace, the State Department, our diplomatic 
and consular services, but also personnel 
destined for careers in the various United 
Nations agencies and private or public agen
cies like the Peace Corps. True, many of our 
universities now function as training grounds 
for such personnel. But I have no doubt that 
future needs in this area wUl provide a sig
nificant place for such an academy. Such a.n 
academy should also be duplicated in other 
countries. 

Moreover, I would hope that the Peace 
Academy (and its counterparts in other 
countries) could perform an additional and 
wholly new service. It should be required, 
through legislation, that every leader of each 
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government take course work at the Peace 
Academy of his or her nation, and 1f no 
such academy exists, then such leaders 
should attend an academy of another coun
try. This training should be required of high 
a.dmlnistrative officials, members of Con
gress or comparable bodies, and also members 
of state and local governments where a. need 
for peace orientation is indiCated. 

Such an effort in leadership education for 
peace orientation is but the capstone of a 
vast system of education and reeducation 
for peace that is needed throughout the 
world and from elementary through college 
and graduate educational levels. Certainly 
one of the first tasks that could be under
taken by the Peace Research Institutes would 
be the designing of curricula. for all such 
educational levels. 

In short space it is not necessary to detail 
what educational areas need attention. Some 
new thinking about peace education has in 
recent years begun to appear in the work of 
social scientists. Much more is needed if 
the tradition-bound ideas associated with 
different peoples, different cultures, nation
alism, economic rivalry and the like are to 
be redirected toward peaceful cooperation. 

New educational programs on a. far vaster 
scale than are now available should also be 
founded. For example, I suggest a Peace 
Central be established as a worldwide organi
zation to promote contact between and 
among millions of youngsters through cor
respondence and visits with their peers. 

Fundamentally, all of the above sugges
tions have one common denominator-the 
effort to ra.tse our consciousness about peace, 
through childhood and adult education and 
a new education for leadership, but also 
through new institution building for peace
ful orientation. 

A VIABLE PEACE CITY 

Last, I suggest the creation of Peace City 
to be located not far from Washington, D.C. 
(In due course such cities could hopefully 
be built in other countries as well .) 

Such a. city should become the symbol of 
peace for all citizens. It should rival and 
surpass in beauty and meaning the count
less symbols we have raised to wars and 
war heros. It should certainly include a 
Peace Hall of Fame where a. beginning can 
be made to laud the efforts for peace. Great 
religious figures. Nobel Peace Prize winners 
and others from all cultures and times who 
have contributed to peace could be en
shirned in such a Hall of Fame. 

But Peace City should be a viable, func
tioning city in which the dominant activi
ties relate to peaceful pursuits-the study 
and research about peace, the training of 
students and leaders in peace orientation 
and executive, administrative and other 
legal activities related to peace. As such 
Peace City should provide the site for the 
Department of Peace, the U,S. Peace Re
search Institute, the Peace Academy and 
Peace Central, all mentioned above. 

As a viable city, it can take its place as 
one of the new cities America. must build 
in any case in the next decade or two for 
reasons of population growth. For similar 
reasons, the building of viable Peace Cities 
in many other countries would appear to 
be quite practicable. 

But above all Peace City, and the vital 
peace activities it would encompass, would 
raise to a. level never heretofore accom
plished a. symbol of peace which would alone 
aid mightily in redirecting our thoughts 
and modes of living towards peace and away 
from the time-honored subjugation to war. 

HEARINGS ON "AMERICAN FAM
ILIES: TRENDS AND PRESSURES" 
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, this 

week the Subcommittee on Children and 
Youth, which I chair, has been holding 

overview hearings "m "American Fam
ilies: Trends and Pressures." 

During these hearings we have received 
extremely valuable testimony from a 
variety of individuals and groups con
cerning the needs of families and chil
dren in America, the extent to which 
governmental policies are helping or 
hurting families, and what kinds of 
support systems should be available. 

In order that these recommendations 
be available to the Congress and to the 
public, I ask unanimous consent that the 
prepared statements of the witnesses who 
appeared at the second day of our hear
ings be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY DR. MARGARET MEAD 

I wish to congratulate Senator Mondale 
on his forward-looking recognition of the 
changes that are going on in the United 
States and the overriding importance of the 
well-being of the American Family. 

Our people are in a. parlous state; millions 
are undernourished, three million door step 
children roam the country with no one re
sponsible for them, our small fragile defense
less families are breaking up, lacking sup
port, or protection from neighbor, kin, 
community or the nation, our old people 
are ending their lives in squalor and misery. 
Those on whom a country must rely for its 
well being, the hundreds of thousands pro
fessionally engaged in caring for and teach
ing children, helping families, finding mean
ingful career paths for youth, and giving 
meaning to the life of the elderly, are in 
dispair. They have watched us steadily de
teriorate from a. people who came out of 
the Depression and World War II more de
termined than we had ever been that no 
child would ever go hungry, no sick person 
unattended, no youth without someone ac
countable, no working father unable to care 
for his children, no abandoned mother with 
no way of caring for her children while she 
worked, no grandparent left with empty 
hands. Beginning with the Depression the 
nation had steadily assumed responsibility 
for every man, woman and child, within our 
borders. 

And for twenty-five years we have watched 
ourselves sliding into a pit of deterioration, 
corruption, apathy, indifference and out
right brutality towards the weak, the sick, 
the young and the poor. 

But as more children went hungry, more 
old people uncared for, more families broke 
up, there were also thousands of efforts, at 
local, state and federal level to do something 
about our cities falling into ruins that breed 
crime and misery, our alienated young peo
ple, our disappointed minorities, our rural 
poor. Each new effort brought hope that 
some solutions would be found. But the 
efforts at amelioration often made matters 
worse, raised expectations that could not be 
fulfilled, cancelled each other out. We looked 
back on the great reform efforts of the early 
quarter of this century and watched them 
go sour, as c:~ildren•s detentim .. homes, meant 
to rescue children from prisons, proved 
training grounds !or crime, as junior high 
schools meant to relieve the pressure of 
mammoth senior high schools instead iso
lated together childJ"t:n least fitted to be 
together, and as the move o! parents to the 
suburbs-for their children's stake--ended 
in the destruction of the city and the lone
liness of the suburbs where friendless young 
mothers went into post pa.rtum psychosis, 
a.nd the children of the a.tnuent took to drugs 
and petty thrill-producing crime. 

Whether the efforts came from small com
munities or from federal initiative, they bred 

both hope and dispair, for there was still 
a. sense that something was happening, that 
there might be now +:owns that were com
murities, schools where children were not 
placed on a single ladder where ah who did 
not fit were branded as failures, efforts to 
recompense the culturally disadvantaged for 
h omes where '10 one had time to talk to 
them. 

Then came 1973, and we saw the whole 
system o! Federal provision for people, for 
people who were poor, or unfortunate, for 
children and young families and the lonely, 
old, impoverished being dismantled almost 
over night. And the dismantling had echoes 
within every matching state and local pro
gram, compound of uncertainty about what 
revenue sharing meant, and inability to deal 
with the results of inflation. Welfare limits 
were raised. Before all the children who 
should have had school lunches ever got 
them, recent cuts will reduce the rolls ot 
hungry children-it is estimated-by 800,000. 
Hundreds of thousand of eager workers, who 
have been recruited in the new belief in com
munity participation and para-professionals, 
have lost their jobs. Students who had 
planned to go to college find no way to go. 
And families, famiiles that are absolutely 
crucial to the health of the nation. crumble 
under burdens too great to bear; housing 
programs that force men to desert their 
wives so their children won't go hungry, wel
fare that degrades, prisons filled with those 
who have never been found guilty but can
not furnish ball, while money and research 
goes not to new ways of finding unpolluting 
energy for our homes, but to more rapid ways 
of devastating our landscape, not to a better 
understanding of children but to better 
ways of suppressing the symptoms of dispair 
which own our policies have evoked, by train
ing more police and providing new methods 
of surveillance. 

The country is in terrible disarray. Richest 
and strongest of nations we may be, but we 
seem to have lost any concern for those who 
are young or weak, old or poor. 

Out of this debacle there must come some
thing new, some new recognition of how we 
c;a.n strengthen and support our families, re
butld our communities, bring the old people 
back into the community to be useful and 
warm to the young, provide many kinds of 
education instead of only one, stop giving 
priority to miles and miles of cement above 
the well being and safety of our children. 

It will not be enough to humanize the new 
"Federalism," to invoke help in the courts to 
get us back where we were before the dis
mantling began, before more babies began 
to die, and old people gasp and choke to 
death with our polluted cities. Because where 
we were was not good enough; where we were 
very 111 befitted our wealth. Our steadily 
rising GNP dismally matched our steadily 
rising rate of meaningless imprisonments for 
the young and the poor, the black and the 
brown, steadily rising divorce, stea.dly rising 
number of chtldren irretrivea.bly and irrever
sibly ma.red by malnutrition in infancy. 

Out of the depths into which our Nation 
concern for people has sunk, we may now 
begin to face a need that has been recognized 
for a. quarter of a century, but for which we 
may now be ready. the need as Dr. Zigler 
expressed it yesterday, for an overall policy 
on the family, the need for some kind of 
family well being impact statement. 

In 1944, I visited an exhibition of new 
well designed kitchen equipment, highly ap
proved and backed by the Home Economic 
Departments. But within these white and 
convenient fixtures there was no place for 
a baby, nowhere to hang it up, sit it, or 
let it lie down. I asked why and the answer 
was revealing, "Because there is no Bureau 
of Family Life within the United States 
Department of Agriculture." And so, there 
was no place for the baby. Unless there is a 
central spot !rom which the well being o! 
the family, the impact on the fa.mny of every 
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piece of legislation every program there 
will indeed be no place for the baby-neither 
in federal programs, now in the concern 
of the natio!l. Such a statement of the im
pact of federal legislation and programs on 
the well being of the American family would 
have enormous consequences. On the one 
hand, we could look at things like urban 
renewal that breaks up communities and 
makes thousands homeless, at freeways that 
cut communities in half and leave once 
happy homes abandoned and burning, tax 
laws which bear unfairly on young families 
and on women who have to work, provisions 
for medical care that tangle the elderly and 
less educated up in bundles of red tape. And 
we would look also at the benevolent legis
lation-when such legislation is revived-to 
evaluate whether we had not been taking too 
many children out of their homes into in
stitutions, rather than providing support for 
frantic, desperate families from which ado
lescent s run away, and within which little 
children are abused. We can now take into 
accoun t both the dreadful consequences of 
valuing balancing a budget more than car
ing for people and cutting services to human 
beings to save funds for oil subsidies, strip 
mining, more and more deadly weapons. And 
we can take account of criticisms which 
have been levied against our schools, our 
hospitals, our housing programs, our yout h 
hostels, our rehabilitation centers, our half 
way houses, our day care centers. While 
things seemed to be going in the right direc
tion, t hose who cared deeply for the fate 
of the mothers and infant s were loathe to 
attack many practices which they felt were 
undesirable. But now, when hope is almost 
dead, we need not be afraid that criticism 
will damage the dying programs. Instead we 
can start to plan in a much more coherent 
and responsible way, placing the family and 
its needs at the cent er, scrutinizing every 
kind of legislation, every kind of program 
for what it will mean to the well being of 
the family. 

We can ask, is there anything about this 
proposal that will force young people to 
marry too early or prevent them from marry
ing at all, that will hinder their finding 
a home in which to raise their children, 
that will help or hinder each young man 
who wan ts to learn to do some kind of work, 
that will penalize or help a working woman 
left wit h the care of her children, that will 
help or h inder early diagnosis of handicap, 
that will provide or reduce the possibility for 
every child's adequate nutrition, that will 
create, or destroy, communities within which 
families can be given support and help, that 
will mean better schools, more diversified 
schools, or schools which force all children 
into the same mold. We can start now to 
develop a national policy on the family which 
will be far better than anything that we as 
a nation have ever done-knowing that as 
the family goes, so goes the nation. 

TESTIMONY BEFORE THE SENATE SUBCOMMIT
TEE ON CHTI..DREN AND YOUTH 

(By Urie Bronfenbrenner, Professor Human 
Development and Family Studies and Psy
chology, College of Human Ecology, Cornell 
University, I t haca, N.Y.) 

SEPTEMBER 25, 1973. 
Mr. Chairman, two years ago, at the first 

hearings conducted by this Subcommittee, 
I presented evidence of what I viewed as 
a disturbing t rend in the position and pros
pects of the American family and its children. 
I then went on to speak with some optimism 
of policies and programs--some already in 
force, others clearly on the horizon-which 
could counteract the trend, and perhaps even 
reverse it. 

I appear before you today a more sober 
man. The disturbing trend to which I called 
the Committee's attention has increased, and 
so has the evidence for its course and its 

consequences. But I can claim poor credit 
as a prophet, for the policies and programs 
that I saw on the horizon have turned out 
to be not a rising sun, but a falling star, 
barely perceptible by its now cold, reflected 
light. 

I speak today, perhaps not with optimism, 
but yet with hope. For as we have gained 
more knowledge about our growing problems, 
we have learned more as well about their 
possible solution. Some of these solutions lie 
within the purvey of the Federal government, 
not only directly through its legislative and 
executive powers, but also indirectly through 
its influence as a voice of national leadership 
and, I would add, by example, as the nation's 
top employer and administrator. 

But first, I will speak to the broader issue 
to which t hese hearings are addressed: trends 
and pressures affecting American families. 

The winds of change 
The most important fact about the Amer

ican family today is the fact of rapid and 
radical change. The American family of 1973 
is significan tly different from what it was 
only a quarter of a century ago. Witness the 
following statistics: 

In 1971, 43 percent of the nation's mothers 
worked outside the home. In 1948, the figure 
was only 18 percent. The greatest increase 
has occurred for mothers of preschool chil
dren. One in every three mothers with chil
dren under six is working today. In 1948 the 
figure was one in eight. Now there are more 
than 5,600,000 children under six whose 
mothers are in the labor force. This figure 
represents over a quarter of all the nation's 
children under six years of age. 

As more mothers go to work, the number of 
other adults in the family who could care 
for the child has shown a marked decrease. 
For example, fifty years ago in the state of 
Massachusetts, 50 percent of the households 
included at least one other adult besides the 
parent. Today the figure is only 4 percent. 

The divorce rate among families with chil
dren has been rising substantially during the 
last twenty years. The percent of children 
from divorced families is almost double what 
it was a decade ago. If present rates con
tinue, one child in six will lose a parent 
through divorce by the time he is 18. 

In 1970, 10 percent of all children under 
six-2.2 million of them-were living in 
single parent families with no father present 
in the home. This is almost double the rate 
for a decade ago. Moreover, almost half of 
the mothers in single parent families are now 
in the labor force, and a third of them are 
working full-time. 

In 1970, the average income for a single
parent family with children under six was 
$3100-well below the poverty line. Even 
when the mother worked, her average income 
of $4200 barely exceeded the poverty level. 
Among families in poverty, 45 percent of all 
children under six are living in single-parent 
households; in non-poverty families, the cor
responding figure is only 3.5 percent. 

Of the 5.6 million preschool children whose 
mothers are in the labor force, one million 
live in families below the poverty line (e.g. 
income below $4000 for a family of four). An 
additional one million children of working 
mothers live in near poverty (income be
tween $4000 and $7000 for a family of four). 
All of these children would have to be on 
welfare if the mother did not work. Finally 
there are about 2.5 million children under six 
whose mothers do not work, but where family 
income is below the poverty level. Without 
counting the many thousands of children 1n 
families above the poverty line who are in 
need of child care services, this makes a total 
of about 4.5 million children under six whose 
families need some help if normal family life 
is to be sustained. 

The situation is especially critical for the 
families of Black Americans: 

Of all Black children, over half (53 per-

cent) live in families below the poverty line; 
the corresponding figure for Whites is 11 per
cent. 

Of all Black children, almost half ( 44 per
cent) have mothers who are in the labor 
force; the corresponding figure for Whites is 
about a quarter (26 percent). 

Of all Black children, over 30 percent live 
in single-paren't families; the corresponding 
figure for Whites is 7 percent. 

The census does not provide comparable 
information for other groups living under 
duress, such as American Indians, Mexican 
Americans, Whites living in Appalachia, etc. 
If and when such data become available, 
they are likely to show similar trends. 

Among families that are intact and well-of! 
economically, and, of course, predominately 
White, research results indicate that parents 
are spending less time in activity with their 
children. 

For example, a survey of changes in child
rearing practices in the United States over a 
25-year period reveals a decrease in all 
spheres of interaction between parent and 
child. A similar trend is indicated by data 
from cross-cultural studies comparing Amer
ican families with their European counter
parts. Thus in a comparative study of sociali
zation practices among German and Ameri
can parents, the former emerged as signifi
cantly more involved in activities with their 
children, including both affection and disci
pline. A second study, conducted several 
years later, showed changes over time in both 
cultures reflecting "a trend toward the dis
solution of the family as a social system," 
with Germany moving closer to the American 
pattern of "centrifugal forces pulling the 
members into relationships outside the 
family." (Rodgers, 1971) 

THE ECOLOGY OF FAMTI..Y AND CHn.D 

Although the nature and operation of 
these centrifugal forces have not been stud
ied systematically, they are readily apparent 
to observers of the American scene. The fol
lowing excerpt from the report of the Presi
dent's White House Conference on Children 
summarizes the situation as seen by a group 
of experts, including both scientists and 
practitioners. 

In today's world parents find themselves 
at the mercy of a society which imposes 
pressures and priorities that allow neither 
time nor place for meaningful activities and 
relations between children and adults, which 
downgrade the role of parents and the func
tions of parenthood, and which prevent the 
parent from doing things he wants to do as a 
guide, friend, and companion to his 
children ... 

The frustrations are greatest for the fam
ily of povert y where the capacity for human 
response is crippled by hunger, cold, filth, 
sickness-, and despair. For families who can 
get along, the rats are gone, but the rat
race remains. The demands of a job, or often 
two jobs, that claim mealtimes, evenings, 
and weekends as well as days; the trips and 
moves necessary to get ahead or simply hold 
one's own; the ever increasing time spent in 
commuting, parties, evenings out, social and 
communit y obligations-all the things one 
has to do to meet so-called primary respon
sibillties-produce a situation in which a 
child often spends more time with a passive 
babysitter than a participating parent. (Re
port to the President, 1970, p . 242) 

The forces undermining the parental role 
are particularly strong in the case of fathers. 
For example, although in one interview 
study of middle class families fathers re
ported spending an average of 15 to 20 min
utes a day playing with their one year old 
infants (Ban and Lewis 1971) , an observa
tional research revealed a rather different 
story: 

The data indicate that fathers spend rela
tively little time interacting with their in
fants. The mean number o! interactions pel' 
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.day was 2.7, and the average number of sec
onds per day was 37.7. (Rebelsky and Hanks, 
1971, page 65) 

Another factor reducing interaction be
tween parents and children is the changing 
physical environment in the home. For ex
ample, a brochure recently received in the 
mail describes a "cognition crib" equipped 
with a tape recorder than can be activated 
by the sound of the infant's voice. In addi
tion, frames built into the sides of the crib 
permit insertion of "programmed play mod
ules for sensory and physical practice." The 
modules come in sets of six, which the par
ent is "encouraged to change" every three 
months so as to keep pace with the child's 
development. Since "faces are what an in
fant sees first, six soft plastic faces ... ad
here to the window." Other modules include 
mobiles, a crib aquarium, a piggy bank and 
"ego building mirrors." Parents are hardly 
mentioned except as potential purchasers. 

Although no systematic evidence is avail
able, there are indications that a withdrawal 
of adults from the lives of children is also 
occurring outside the home. To quote again 
from the report of the White House Con
ference: 

In our modern way of life, it is not only 
parents of whom children are deprived, it 
is people in general. A host of factors con
spire to isolate chlldren from the rest of 
society. The fragmentation of the extended 
family, the separation of residential and 
business areas, the disappearance of neigh
borhoods, zoning ordinances, occupational 
mobility, child labor laws, the abolishment 
of the apprentice system, consolidated 
schools, television, separate patterns of so
cial life for different age groups, the working 
mother, the delegation of child care to spe
cialists-all these manifestations of progress 
operate to decrease opportunity and incen
tive for meaningful contact between chil
dren and persons older, or younger, than 
themselves. (Report of Forum 15, page 2) 

This erosion of the social fabric isolates 
not only the child but also his family. In 
particular, with the breakdown of commu
nity, neighborhood, and the extended family, 
and the rise in the number of father-absent 
homes, increasingly greater responsibility has 
fallen on the young mother. In some seg
ments of the society, the resulting pressures 
appear to be mounting beyond the point of 
endurance. For example, the growing number 
of divorces is now accompanied by a new 
phenomenon: the unwillingness of either 
parent to take custody of the child. And in 
more and more families, the woman is fleeing 
without waiting for the mechanism of a legal 
or even agreed upon separation. Increasing 
numbers of married women are being re
ported to police departments as missing. Al
though no national statistics are available, 
news media have reported a "quantum leap" 
in the number of runaway wives whom pri
vate detectives are hired to retrieve by the 
fathers who are left with the children. 

Systematic data are at hand, however, to 
document an increase in a more gruesome 
trend. 

The killing of infants under 1 year of age
infanticide-has been increasing since 1957. 
Although the number of infant homicides 
accounted for only 2.2 percent of the total 
homicides in 1964, the rate of 5.4 deaths per 
100,000 population was 'higher than that for 
all persons aged 55 years and over. The 74 
percent increase from 3.1 in 1957 placed in
fanticide in 1964 at the highest level recorded 
since 1945. (U.S. Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare, 1967.) 

This increase may, of course, be partly due 
to more accurate registration; no tests of 
the extent of underreporting of this cause 
of death have been made. It should be noted 
that the rate of increase of such deaths is 
significantly greater than for all other age 
groups. 

A similar pattern appears for less violent 
forms of child abuse involving bodily injury. 
A recent survey of over 1300 families (Gil 
1970) estimated 2 to 4 million cases a year, 
with the highest rates occurring for the 
adolescent age group. More significantly, over 
90 percent of the incidents took place in 
the child's home. The most severe injuries 
occurred in single parent homes and were 
inflicted by the mother herself, a fact which 
reflects the desperation of the situation faced 
by some young mothers today. 

Even in intact families the centrifugal 
forces generated within the family by its 
increasingly isolated position have propelled 
its members in different directions. As par
ents, especially mothers, spend more time in 
work and community activities, children are 
placed in or gravitate to group settings, both 
organized and informal. For example, be
tween 1965 and 1970 the number of children 
enrolled in day care centers doubled, and 
the demand today far exceeds the supply. 
Outside preschool or school, the child spends 
increasing amounts of time solely in the 
company of his age mates. The vacuum cre
ated by the withdrawal of parents and other 
adults has been filled by the informal peer 
group. A recent study has found that at every 
age and grade level, children today show a 
greater dependency on their peers than they 
did a decade ago. A parallel investigation 
indicates that such susceptibility to group 
infiuence is higher among children from 
homes in which one or both parents are fre
quently absent. In addition, "peer' oriented" 
youngsters describe their parents as less af
fectionate and less firm in discipline. Attach
ment to age-mates appears to be influenced 
more by a lack of attention and concern at 
home than by any positive attraction of 
the peer group itself. In fact, these children 
have a rather negative view of their friends 
and of themselves as well. They are pessi
mistic about the future, rate lower in re
sponsibility and leadership, and are more 
likely to engage in such anti-social behavior 
as lying, teasing other children, "playing 
hooky," or "doing something illegal." (Siman 
1973.) 

The roots of alienation 
What we are seeing here, of course, are the 

roots of alienation and its milder conse
quences. The more serious manifestations 
are reflected in the rising rates of youthful 
runaways, school drop-outs, drug abuse, sui
cide, delinquency, vandalism, and violence 
documented in charts and tables specially 
prepared for the White House Conference on 
Children (Profiles of Children, pp. 78, 79, 
108, 179, 180) and more recent government 
publications (Report of the New York State 
Commission, 1973). According to these data 
the proportion of youngsters between the 
ages of 10 and 18 arrested for drug abuse 
doubled between 1964 and 1968; since 1963, 
juvenile delinquency has been increasing at 
a faster rate than the juvenile population; 
over half the crimes involve vandalism, 
theft, or breaking and entry; and, if the 
present trends continue, one out of every 
nine youngsters will appear in juvenile court 
before age 18. These figures index only de
tected and prosecuted offenses. How high 
must they run before we acknowledge that 
they reflect deep and pervasive problems in 
the treatment of children and youth in our 
society? 

What is the ultimate source of these 
deep and pervasive problems? Where do the 
roots of alienation lie? Scientific studies of 
human behavior have yielded few generali
zations that are firmly grounded in research 
and broadly accepted by specialists in the 
field. But there are two answers to the fore
going questions that do meet these exacting 
criteria. Moreover, the two conclusions are 
directly relevant to the concerns of this 
Committee. 

1. Over the past three decades, there have 

been literally thousands of investigations 
conducted to identify the developmental an
tecedents of behavior disorders and social 
pathology. The results of these researches 
point to the almost omnipresent overriding 
factor-family disorganization. 

2. Many of these same researches also re
veal that the forces of disorganization arise 
primarily not from within the family itself, 
but from the circumstances in which the 
family finds itself and the way of life which 
these circumstances, in turn, impose. 

Specifically, when these circumstances, 
and the way of life which they generate, un
dermine relationships of trust and emo
tional security between the family members, 
when there is no support or recognition from 
the outside world for one's role as a parent, 
and when time spent with one's family means 
frustration of career, personal fulfillment, 
and peace of mind-it is then that the devel
opment of the child becomes adversely af
fected. The first symptoms occur in the emo
tional and motivational sphere and are 
manifested in disaffection, indl.fference, irre
sponsibllity, and inabllity to follow through 
in activities requiring application and per
sistence. In less favorable family circum
stances, the reaction takes the form of anti
social acts injurious to both self and society. 
Finally, for children who come from en
vironments in which the capacity of the 
family to function has been most severely 
traumatized by such destructive forces as 
poverty, ill health, and discrimination, the 
consequences for the child are seen not only 
in the spheres of emotional and social mal
&djustment, but also in the impairment of 
that most distinctive human capacity-the 
ability to think, to deal with concepts and 
numbers even at the most elementary level. 
The extent of this impairment in contem
porary American society, and its roots in so
cial disorganization, are reflected in recent 
studies conducted at national and state 
levels. Two reports from the National Health 
Survey describe intellectual development and 
school achievement as a function of demo
graphic and socioeconomic factors in a prob
ability sample of over 7000 children 6--11 
years of age. Dl.fferences were assessed across 
region, race, size of place of residence, de
gree of educational mobility, income, and 
parents' education. Although substantial 
variation was found across each of these do
mains, the most powerful predictors of school 
achievement were parental education and 
income. 

Proficiency in two skills-reading and 
arithmetic-was most strongly associated 
with educational level of the children's par
ents and nearly as closely with their family 
income. These relationships are both sub
stantially greater than that found with race. 
If the racial and regional influences are re
moved, the degree of association of school 
factors is reduced only slightly. (U.S. Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
1971, page 26.) 

Confirmatory results are available from a 
New York State survey. In a study of over 
300 schools, 58 % of the variation in student 
achievement was predicted by three socio
economic factors-broken homes, over
crowded housing, and education of the head 
of the household . . . When the racial and 
ethnic variables were introduced into the 
analysis, they accounted for less than an 
additional 2 percent of the variation. (New 
York State Commission on the Quality of 
Education, Vol. 1, p. 33.) 

And there is a. secular trend. One of the 
most striking phenomena in the achieve
ment score data is that over time more and 
more children throughout the state are fall
ing below minimum competence. (Idem.) 

How are we to reverse this debilitating 
trend? Again, the evidence indicates that the 
most promising solutions do not lie within 
the immediate setting in which the child is 
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found, in this instance, the classroom and 
the school. An impressive series of investiga
tions, notably the studies by Coleman (1966) 
and more recently by Jencks (1972) demon
strate that characteristics of schools, of 
classrooms, and even of teachers predict very 
little of the variation in school achievements. 
What does predict are family background 
characteristics, particularly those which re
flect the position of the family in relation 
to the larger social contexts in which it is 
embedded-the world of work (e.g., occupa
tion, income), neighborhood and community. 

The crucial question thus becomes: can our 
social institutions be changed, can old ones 
be modlfl.ed and new ones introduced in such 
a way as to rebuild and revitalize the social 
context which fam111es and children require 
for their effective function and growth? 

A proved strategy tor conserving human 
potentiaZ 

Mr. Chairman, as my first answer to this 
question, I ask your indulgence to repeat a 
statement I made to this subcommittee two 
years ago. At that time I testified as follows: 

"We now have the knowledge and the 
know-how to increase signifl.cantly the ability 
and competence of the next generation of 
children to be born in this country. 

"We know what is needed, we know how 
it can be done. All that remains is to do the 
job. At least a dozen nations are doing the 
job better than we do it now." (Hearings, 
Subcommittee on Children and Youth, 1971.) 

What I can add today, Mr. Chairman, is 
that we in America not only have the know
how, we have now applied it, and know that 
it works effectively and on a massive scale. 
We tried, we succeeded, and, just as we were 
beginning to avert tragedy for thousands of 
American fam111es, the effort was aban
doned-precisely at the level with which 
these hearings are concerned-Federal policy 
and Federal action. 

I know the members of this subcommittee 
are well aware of the problem to which I 
refer, but perhaps not of the evidence !or its 
practical solution. America, the richest and 
most powerful country in the world, stands 
thirteenth among the nations in combating 
infant mortality; even East Germany does 
better. Moreover, our ranking has dropped 
steadily in recent decades. A similar situa
tion obtains with respect to maternal and 
child health, day care, children's allowances, 
and other basic services to children and 
fam111es. 

But the figures for the nation as a whole, 
dismaying as they are, mask even greater 
inequities. For example, infant mortality for 
nonwhites in the United States 1S almost 
twice that for whites, the maternal death 
rate is four times as high, and there are a 
number of southern states, and northern 
metropolitan areas, in which the ratios are 
considerably higher. Among New York City 
health districts, for example, the infant mor
tality rate in 1966-67 varied from 41.5 per 
1000 in Central Harlem to 13 per 1000 in 
Haspeth, Forest Hills. 

Ironically, of greater cost to the society 
than infants who die are the many more who 
sustain injury but survive with disab111ty. 
Many of these suffer impaired intellectual 
!unction and behavioral disturbance includ
ing hyperactivity, distractab111ty, and low at
tention span, all factors contributing to 
school retardation and problem behavior. 
Again, the destructive impact is greatest on 
the poorest segments of the population. It 
is all the more tragic that this massive dam
age and its subsequent cost 1n reduced pro
ductivity, lower income, unemployability, 
welfare payments, and institutionalization 
are avoidable. 

The way to the solution is suggested by 
a paradox that emerges when the medical 
data are analyzed in the socio-economLC 
terms. The relation between birth compUca-

tions and subsequent impairment of psycho
logical development is indeed substantial for 
families in poverty, but is much smaller for 
middle class samples. The analyses show fur
ther that the same prenatal complication has 
substantially more serious sequellae for a 
child born in a low income family than a 
middle income family. In other words, the 
consequences of prenatal injury depend less 
on the injury itself than on the treatment 
the child receives. And the treatment in 
turn depends on the circumstances in which 
the family live. 

This same sequence is reflected by the re
sults of the two-stage analysis carried out 
by Dr. Harold Watts for the Advisory Com
mittee on Child Development of the Na
tional Academy of Sciences. First, Watts 
demonstrated that 92 % of the val'iation in 
infant death among the 30 New York City 
health districts is explainable by low birth 
weight. Second, he showed that 97 % of the 
variation in low birth weight can be at
tributed to the fraction of mothers who re
ceived no prenatal care or received care only 
late in their pregnancy. and the fraction 
unwed at the time of delivery. 

Confirmatory evidence is available from an 
important and elegant study, published just 
this year, on the relations between infant 
mortality, social and medical risk, and health 
care (Kessner et al. 1973). From an analysis 
of data in 140,000 births in New York City, 
the investigators found the following: 

1. The highest rate of infant mortality 
was for children of Black native-born women 
at social and medical risk and with inade
quate health care. This rate was 45 times 
higher than that for a group of White 
mothers at no risk with adequate care. Next 
in line were Puerto Rican infants with a rate 
22 times as high. 

2. Among mothers receiving adequate med
ical care, there was essentially no difference 
in mortality among White, Black, and Puerto 
Rican groups, even for mothers at high med
ical risk. 

3. For mothers at socio-economic risk, 
however, adequate medical care substantially 
reduced infant mortality rates for all races, 
but the figures for Black and Puerto Rican 
families were still substantially greater than 
those for Whites. In other words, other fac
tors besides inadequate medical care con
tribute to producing the higher infant mor
tality for these non-white groups. Again 
these factors have to do with the social and 
economic conditions in which these fam111es 
have to live. Thus, the results of the New 
York City study and other investigations 
point to the following characteristics as 
predictive of higher infant mortality: em
ployment status of the breadwinner, mother 
unwed at infant's birth, married but no 
father in the home, number of children per 
room, mother under 20 or over 35, and par
ents' educational level. 

4. Approximately 95 % of those mothers 
at risk had medical or social conditions that 
could have been identifled at the time of 
the first prenatal visit; infants born to this 
group of women accounted for 70% of the 
deaths. 

What would have happened had these con
ditions been identified and adequate medical 
care provided? The answer to this question 
has recently become available from an anal
ysis of data from the Maternal and Infant 
Care Projects of HEW which, in the middle 
60's, were established in slum areas of four
teen cities across the nation and in Puerto 
Rico. In Denver, a dramatic fall in infant 
mortality from 34.2 per 1,000 live births in 
1964 to 21.5 per 1,000 in 1969 was observed for 
the 25 census tracts that made up the target 
area for such a program. In Birmingham, 
Alabama, the rate decreased from 25.4 in 
1965 to 14.3 in 1969, and in Omaha from 33.4 
in 1964 to 13.4 in 1969. Significant reductions 
have also occurred over the populations 

served by these programs in prematurity, re
peated teenage pregnancy, women who con
ceive over 35 years old, and families with 
more than four children. 

Mr. Chairman, it is because of our dis
torted priorities that these programs are cur
rently being dismantled, even though the 
proposed replacement of support through rev
enue sharing is not even visible on the hori
zon. As the statisitics I have cited indicate, 
phasing out these programs with nothing to 
take their place will result in a return of 
mortality rates to their earlier higher levels. 
To speak in human rather than purely sta
tistical terms, more babies will die, and more 
mothers as well. 

IS EARLY INTERVENTION EFFECTIVE? 

New information is available as well in a 
second problem area substantially affected by 
Federal policy. In connection with my work 
as a member of the MRC-MAS Advisory Com
mittee on Child Development, I had the re
sponsibility of preparing a report evaluating 
the effectivenes of so-called intervention pro
grams that have been conducted with thou
sands of preschool children over the past dec
ade (Bronfenbrenner 1973). As the Commit
tee knows, these programs were introduced in 
an effort to counteract the destructive im
pact of poverty on the development of the 
young. In a number of instances, children 
were followed-up for three to five years after 
completion of intervention in order to assess 
long-range effects. The scientific interest of 
these studies is enhanced by the fact they 
employed strategies varying in the degree to 
which they involved the child alone, solely 
his parents, or some combination of both. 
Specifically, four types of intervention were 
examined: 

1. Parent education. Here the immediate 
and direct focus of attention was the parent. 
usually the mother. The program typically 
took the form of a lecture or discussion, usu
ally accompanied by printed materials. Also 
included were parent education efforts pre
sented entirely via mass media (press, radio 
or television). 

2. Group preschool programs. The target of 
intervention was the child in a group 
setting, with a ratio of at least four children 
to one adult. 

3. Home-based tutoring. A tutor visited the 
child in his home on an individual basis. 

4. Parent-child intervention. This ap
proach involved working with parent and 
child simultaneously, usually in the home. 

Each of these approaches was evaluated for 
its influence on the child's cognitive develop
ment. From this perspective, one strategy
that of parent education-proved generally 
ineffective. There was no evidence that infor
mational programs directed solely at the par
ent had any appreciable impact on the child's 
intellectual function or academic per
formance. 

Both group programs and home tutoring 
produced gains in cognitive development (as 
measured by intelligence and achievement 
tests), but the effects were temporary only. 
By the first or second year after completion 
of the program, sometimes while it was still 
in operation, the children began to show a 
progressive decline and, by the third or 
fourth year, the once-substantial differences 
between experimental and control groups be
came negligible or nonexistent. In contrast, 
parent-child intervention produced substan
tial improvements in intellectual function 
which were still evident three to four years 
after termination of the program. In addi
tion, beneficial effects were observed not only 
in the target child but also his younger 
siblings. 

An analysis of research on conditions un
derlying impairment of development and 
!allure of intervention efforts with particular 
individuals or groups led to a general con
clusion with important policy 1mpl1oa.tions: 
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Any force or circumstance which interferes 
with the formation, maintenance, status, or 
continuing development of the parent-child 
system in turn jeopa-rdizes the development 
of the child. 

Such destructive forces may be of two 
kinds. The first and most damaging are ex
ternally imposed constraints, such as inade
quate health care, poor housing lack of edu
cation, low income, and, under certain cir
cumstances, the necessity for full-time work, 
all factors which prevent the parents from 
doing what they might be quite able and 
willing to do given the opportunity and the 
knowledge. Second, there are social forces 
and educational arrangements that diminish 
the status and motivation of parents as the 
most powerful potential agents for the devel
opment of their child. 

Evidence in support of these conclusions 
comes from several souro.;:s: 

1. The children who showed the greatest 
initial impairment of psychological develop
ment were those from the most deprived so
cial and economic backgrounds, Especially 
relevant in this regard were such variables 
as the employment status of the hea.d C'f the 
household, the number of children in the 
family, the level of parent's income and edu
cation, and the presence of only one parent 
in the home. 

2. The chlldren from these same back
grounds were also those who profited least 
from interventior.. programs provided for 
them, and showed the earliest and most rap
id decline. Conversely, children benefiting 
most compensatory effects were those who 
came from the least deprived social and eco
nomic condi~ions. 

3. The success of intervention efforts was 
positively correlated with the degree to 
which parents were accorded high status and 
actively involved in the program. When pri
mary responsibllity for the child's develop
ment was assumed by professionals and the 
parent relegated to a secondary role, the in
tervention was less effective, particularly 
with respect to long-term effects. 

4. Although group programs per se did not 
have lasting impact, exposure to parent in
tervention during, and especially prior to, en
rollment in preschool or school resulted in 
greater and more enduring gains achieved in 
the group setting. 

5. Flamllies wllling to become involved in 
intervention programs tended to come from 
the upper levels of the disadvantaged popu
lation. At the most deprived levels, parents 
were so overburdened with the tasks and 
frustrations of sheer survival that they had 
neither the energy nor the psychological re
sources necessary to participate in an inter
vention program designed to benefit their 
children. 

The foregoing findings indicate that for 
children from the most deprived environ
ments no strategy of intervention is likely 
to be effective that focuses attention solely 
on the child, the presc: .ool, or the parent
child relationship. The critical forces of de
struction lie neither within the child nor 
within the faroily but in the desperate cir
cumstances in which the family is forced to 
llve. Accordingly, what is called for is inter
vention at the ecological level, measures that 
will effect radical changes in the immediate 
environment of the family and the child. 
Such measures include provision of health 
services, adequate housing opportunity for 
employment, and an income su.tficient to sus
tain life and growth. It is significant that 
the H.R.C. Committee could find no re
search bearinb on the effectl" of ecological 
intervention of this kind on the devel· p
ment of children. It is conceivable that a 
program which provides the family bread
winner with a Job, guarantees an adequate 
income, supplies needed nutrition and health 
services, or furnishes better housing, may 
produce greater and more enduring gains in 

cognitive development than are presently 
achieved by strategies directly aimed at this 
objective. We do not know whether this is 
so, but could easily find out simply by add
ing well designed res.mrch components to a 
number or existing Federal, state, or local 
programs. 

were struck by the differences between 
American children and adolescents and those 
from other societies in the ease with which 
they could relate to infants and young chil
dren, engage their interest, and enjoy their 
company. This reflects the fact that with the 
important exceptions of certain minority 

The studies I have been discussing docu
mn .. the importance of what. I have called 
famUy suppt.rt sy:::tems for · .creasing the de
velopment in the preschool years. What 
about the school-age child? Does the family, 
and its supportive systems, still play the 
critical role in the chlld's development? 
Breaking down the wall between home and 

school 
I believe it significant that in review of 

research, I was able to find only one study 
that examined the relation of parent involve
ment to the chlid's learning in school. The 
project, carried out in Flint, Michigan, in
volved approximately 1000 children from 
low-income famllies, most of them Black, 
attending two publlc elementary schools 
(Smith 1968). Chlidren of similar socio
economic background in another elementary 
school were selected as a control group. The 
effort involved parents in activities both at 
home and in the school. 

On the home front, parents, including 
fathers, were requested to read aloud to their 
children, listen to their children read, read 
regularly themselves in the presence of their 
chlidren, show interest by looking at the 
chlid's work, and give encouragement and 
praise as needed and deserved. In addition, 
parents were asked to provide a quiet period 
in the home for reading and study. During 
this time the television or radio was to be 
turned off, telephone callers were asked to 
phone back later. Parents were requested to 
occupy the attention of younger chlidren. 
The parents were not asked to help the chlid 
with homework; instead, they were informed 
that the teacher would be checking with 
them on whether the chlid did his work 
rather than how well the task was done. 
"Every child could therefore be successful, 
provided that his parents were giving the 
needed support at home." (Smith 1968, p. 
97.) A children's dictionary was also made 
avaliable to each family with a chlid in 
grades four through six. Families were asked 
to write their names in the dictionary and 
encourage its use. Many other innovations 
were introduced to provide support in the 
home for the child's activities at school. 

The program also brought the parents into 
the school. This was accomplished by a group 
of thirty volunteer mothers who assigned 
themselves specific blocks in the school dis
trict and made a personal call on every fam
Uy inviting the parents to a program "to 
learn what they could do to help their chil
dren achieve better in school." (Smith 1968, 
p. 95.) In addition, parents and other resi
dents of the neighborhood who held skilled 
jobs were asked to visit classrooms in order 
to explain their work and to indicate how 
"elementary school subjects had been im
portant to them in their lives." (Smith 1968, 
p. 102.) 

The results of the program are reflected 
by the gains in achievement test scores in 
reading made during the year by the ex
perimental groups. For the first time in their 
school career, the children attained and, in 
some grades, surpassed the national norms. 
Real children and families in the school 

curriculum 
The relation between family and school has 

significance in yet another quarter. It is a 
commonplace among educators to affirm that 
the task of the school is to prepare the chlid 
"for life". Yet there is one role in life which 
the overwhelming majority of all chlidren 
ultimately take, but for which they are given 
virtually no concrete preparation. I am re
ferring, of course, to education for parent
hood. In our cross-cultural observations we 

groups, including Blacks--many young peo
ple, especially males, never have experience 
in extended care and activity with a baby 
or young chlid until they have their own. A 
solution to this problem, which speaks as 
well to the need to give young people in our 
society genuine and consequential responsi
bility, is to introduce into the regular school 
curriculum functional courses in human de
velopment. These would be distinguished in 
a number of important ways from courses or 
units on "famliy life", as they are now 
usually taught in the junior high school, 
chiefly for girls who do not plan to go on 
to college. The material is typically pre
sented in vicarious form; that is, through 
reading, discussion, or at most, through role 
playing, rather than actual role taking. In 
contrast, the approach being proposed here 
would have as its core responsible and active 
concern for the lives of young children and 
their families. Such an experience could be 
facUltated by locating day care centers and 
Head Start Programs in or near schools, so 
that they could be utliized as an integral part 
of the curriculum. The older children would 
be working with the younger ones on a reg
ular basis, both at school and at home. They 
would thus have an opportunity to become 
acquainted with the younger children's 
families, and the circumstances in which 
they live. This in turn would provide a 
vitalizing context for the study of services 
and facilities available to children and fam
ilies in the community, such as health care, 
social services, recreation facUlties, and of 
course, the schools themselves. Obviously, the 
scope of responsibility would increase with 
the age of the child, but throughout there 
would have to be adequate supervision and 
clear delineation of the limits of responsi
bUlty carried by older children in relation to 
the young. 

Critical contexts for. the future of the 
American family 

Health services and education are two of 
the many institutions which must serve as 
support systems for the family. Others in
clude day care, the world of work, mass 
media, transportation, architecture, and ur
ban planning. I have touched on most of 
these matters in testimony before this sub
committee two years ago. More recent devel
opments in these areas are discussed in an 
article published last year, entitled "The 
Roots of Alienation", a copy of which I 
would be happy to submit as an addendum 
to this report. There are one or two aspects of 
these matters which because of their contro
versial or novel nature merit specific men
tion here. The first of these is day care. 

Day care 

Day care is coming to America. The ques
tion is: what kind? Shall we, in response to 
external pressures to "put people to work", 
or for personal considerations of convenience, 
allow a pattern to develop in which the care 
of young chlidren is delegated to specialists, 
thus further separating the child from his 
family and reducing the family's and the 
community's feeling of responsibllity for 
their children? Or, shall our modern day care 
be designed, as it can be, to reinvolve and 
strengthen the famliy as the primary and 
proper agent for the process of making hu
man beings human? 

The answers to these questions depend on 
the extent to which day care programs are 
so located and so organized as to encourage 
rather than to discourage the involvement 
of parents and other non-professionals in the 
development and operation of the program 
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both at the center and in the home. Like Pro
ject Head Start, day care programs can have 
no lasting constructive impact on the de
velopment of the child unless they affect not 
only the child himself but the people who 
constitute his enduring day-to-day environ
ment in the family, neighborhood, and com
munity. This means not only that parents 
must play a prominent part in the planning 
and administration of day care programs, but 
that they must also actively participate in 
the execution of the program as volunteers 
and aides. It means that the program cannot 
be confined to the center, but must reach 
out into the home and the community so 
that the whole neighborhood is caught up 
in activities in behalf of its children. From 
this point of view, we need to experiment in 
location of day care centers in places that 
are within reach of the significant people in 
the child's life. For some families this means 
neighborhood centers; for others, centers at 
the place of work. A great deal of variation 
and innovation will be required to find the 
appropriate solutions for different groups in 
different settings. 

Fair Part-time Practices Act 
In my previous testimony I presented a 

proposal for an act prohibiting discrimina
tion against parents who sought or held part
time jobs. Today I should like to enter into 
the record the instructive experience of one 
state legislator who attempted to put 
through such a bill, the Honorable Constance 
Cook, Assemblywoman from New York. Mrs. 
Cook sent me a copy of her Bill as intro
duced in committee. It began "no employer 
shall set as a condition of employment, sal
ary, promotion, fringe benefits, seniority .... " 
etc. the condition that an employee who is 
parent or guardian of a child under 18 years 
of age shall be required to work more than 
"forty hours a week". Yes, Mr. Chairman, 
you heard me correctly-forty hours a week, 
which, of course, is full time. Mrs. Cook in
formed me that there was no hope of getting 
a bill through with a lower limit. 

It turned out that even forty hours were 
too much. The bill failed of passage even in 
committee. The pressure from business and 
industry was too great. They wanted the 
right to require their employees to work over
time. 

There is, however, a ray of hope. It is my 
understanding that a critical issue in the 
present strike against the Chrysler Corpora
tion, and one on which the union is taking 
a strong position is precisely this question of 
compulsory overtime. 

Families and neighborhoods 
I should also like to enter into the record 

the results of a research conducted in Ger
many which sheds light on the influence of 
the neighborhood on the lives of children 
and familles. 'I'he study compared the actions 
of children living in 18 new "model commun
ities" with those from youngsters living in 
older German cities. The research was con
ducted by the Urban and Planning Institute 
in Nuremberg in collaboration with the In
stitute of Psychology at the University of 
Erlangen-Nuremberg. The following are ex
cerpts from a special bulletin to the New 
York Times (May 9, 1971}: 

"In the new towns of West Germany, amid 
soaring rectangular shapes of apartment 
houses with shaded walks, big lawns and 
fenced-in play areas, the chlldren for whom 
much of this has been designed apparently 
feel isolated, regimented and bored ... 

"The study finds that the children gauge 
their freedom not by the extent of open areas 
around them, but by the Uberty they have 
to be among people and things that excite 
them and fire their imaginations ... 

"Children in the older cities seemed en
thusiastic about their surroundings, paint
ing a great amount of detail into a variety 

of things they found exciting around them, 
according to those who interpreted their art. 

"The children in the model communities 
often painted what were considered despair
ing pictures of the world the adults had 
fashion~::d for them, depicting an uninviting, 
concrete fortress of cleanliness and order and 
boredom." 

The implications of the research are self 
evident. In the planning and design of new 
communities, housing projects, and urban 
renewal, the planners, both public and pri
vate, need to give explicit consideration to 
the kind of world that is being created for 
the children who will be growing up in 
these settings. Particular attention should be 
given to the opportunities which the en
vironment presents or precludes for involve
ment of chlldren with persons both older and 
younger than themselves. Among the specific 
factors to be considered are the location of 
shops and businesses where children could 
have contact with adults at work, recre
ational and day care facilities readily accessi
ble to parents as well as children, provision 
for a family neighborhood center and family 
oriented facilities and services, availability 
of public transportation, and, perhaps most 
important of all, places to walk, sit, and 
talk in common company. 

It is perhaps fitting to end discussion of 
this matter with a proposal for nothing more 
radical than providing a setting in which 
young and old can simply sit and talk. The 
fact that such settings are disappearing and 
have to be deliberately recreated points both 
to the roots of the problem and its remedy. 
The evil and the cure, lie not with the victims 
of <alienation but in the social inst itutions 
which produce it, and their failure to be re
sponsive to the most human needs and 
values of our democratic society. 

What are the implications of these kinds 
of considerations for the work of your com
mittee? I offer my recommendations in the 
form of a document entitled the "American 
Family Act of 1974: Suggested Principles and 
Provisions". The date and the substance, Mr. 
Chairman, represent a compromise between 
desperation, realism, and hope. 

THE AMERICAN FAMILY ACT OF 1974 
SUGGESTED PRINCIPLES AND PROVISIONS 

A. Principles 
1. The family is the most humane, effec

tive, and econolnical syst em of child care 
known to man. The first aim of any child 
care program, therefore, should be to 
strengthen the family and enable the parents 
to function as parents for their children. 
This can be best accomplished by providing 
a variety of support systems for the family 
in the home, neighborhood, place of work, 
and community. 

2. All programs should lbe family-centered 
rather than merely chlld-centered. This 
means service to parents as well as to chil
dren, and opportunity for the involvement 
of parents in the planning and execution 
of programs both within and outside the 
home. Research results indicate that where 
programs have involved famllies as a whole 
there is greater likelihood of lasting effect 
beyond the duration of the program itself, 
with an impact not only on the target child 
but other children in the family as well. 
Also such programs tend to be m ore eco
nolnical because of the greater participation 
of falnily members in the work of the pro
gram. 

3. During the first six years of life, par
ticularly during the first three, an endur
ing one-to-one rel~tionship is especially im
portant for the child's development. For this 
reason special encouragement should be 
given to arrangements which perlnit one of 
the two parents to work part-time. In par
ticular, welfare eligibility requirements 
should not discriminate against families in 
which one or both parents are working part
time rather than full-time. 

4. Many families today are unalble to func
tion effectively to meet the needs of their 
children because of circumstances beyond 
their control. The principal debilitating fac
tor is poverty. Others include reduction of 
the family to only two adults, or, in many 
instances, only a single parent; the involve
ment of both parents in . full-time jobs; 
working on different shifts; the social iso
lation of families--especially the mother
because of the breakdown of neighborhoods. 
Measures designed to alleviate these condi
tions can contribute in reenalbling parents 
to function more effectively. Hence such 
measures should become a part of any com
prehensive child care program, especially 
because they are more economical in the long 
run. 

5. In addition to the parents, other per
sons can play a significant role both in rela
tion to the child himself and in providing 
support to those primarily engaged in his 
care, especially to the mother. The most im
portant persons in this regard are other fam
ily members such as grandparents, aunts, 
uncles, older brothers and sisters but also 
neighbors, friends, teachers, social workers, 
and other professionals. Finally, the research 
evidence also points to the powerful impact 
of older children on the development of the 
young. Therefore, both on psychological and 
economic grounds, an effective child care 
program should utilize and encourage the 
involvement of other adults and older chil
dren in the care of the young. 

6. To be effective, programs must be com
prehensive in nature not only in relation to 
the needs of the child but also those of his 
family in the areas of health, education, 
and social services. For example, the most 
effective and economical measure to insure 
the health of the child may often be to meet 
the health problems of his parents, or of 
other sick, handicapped, or aged family mem
bers who sap the parents' strength and re
sources. 

7. Falnilies live in widely differing circum
stances. Any program of child care services 
must therefore supply a. variety of options. 
In accordance with this principle, child care 
services should not be limited to group day 
care provided outside the home. 

B. "Family Support Systems" 
1. Revision of Welfare and Work Legislation 

No single parent of young children should 
be forced to work full time or more to pro
vide an income at or below the poverty line. 
The statement applies with equal force to 
families in which both parents are compelled 
to work full time or longer to maintain a 
minimal subsistence level. Under such cir
cumstances, a parent wishing to do so should 
be enabled to remain at home for part of 
the day. The following measures could help 
achieve this objective: 

a. Welfare legislation should be amended 
so as to encourage rather than penalize low 
income parents, especially single parents, 
who wish to work only part-time in order 
to be able themselves to care for their own 
children. 

b. To free parents in poverty from full
time employment so that one of them can 
care for the children. Federal and state pro
grams should provide funds for part-time 
paren tal child care at home in lieu of wages. 

c. There should be legal prohibition 
against unlimited compulsory overtime for 
parents with young children. 

d. Federal or state legislatures should pass 
Fair Part-Time Employment Practices Acts 
prohibiting discrimination in job opportu
nity, rate of pay, seniority, fringe benefits 
and job status for parents who seek or are 
engaged in part-time employment. 

2. Incentive Programs 
a.. Tax incentives should be extended to 

businesses and industries who set up family 
and child services for their employees such 
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as day care programs, part-time work oppor
tunities, flexible working hours, special pro
grams designed to acquaint children and 
young people with the world of work, etc. 
In particular, employers should be encour
aged through tax benefits to modify work 
schedules so as to enable parents to be home 
when their children return from preschool 
or school thus decreasing the need for baby
sitters during the child's waking hours or for 
"latchkey" arrangements for older children. 

b. Special incenti"les should be provided 
for the development of neighborhood and 
community-wide programs benefiting fam
ilies and children, especially on a non-age
segregated basis. 

d. Incentives should be offered to groups 
responsible for the design of neighborhoods, 
housing projects, apartment complexes, 
churches, industrial sites, urban renewal 
projects, etc. to provide for the needs of chil
dren and families in the planning of these 
environments. For example, apartment com
plexes should incorporate day care facilities 
adapted for parent participation, large hous
ing projects should be provided with a family 
neighborhood center. 

e. Incentives should be offered to schools 
for introducing programs involving older 
children in responsibility for the young both 
within the school and in neighborhood 
settings (including the old and the sick, and 
also for the development of programs which 
bring members of the community in contact 
with school children so as to reduce the 
widening gap between the worlds of child
hood and adolescence on the one hand, and 
the world of adults on the other. 

3. Family Impact Assessment 
Both Houses of Congress and analogous 

governmental bodies at state and local levels 
should change or establish committees to 
monitor all legislation or proposals coming 
before the body in question for possible im
pact in the welfare of families and children. 

4. Homemaker Services 
Many disadvantaged or single parents are 

unable to spend time in activities with their 
young children because of other demands in 
the home, such as care of old or sick relatives, 
meeting the needs of a large family, house
keeping under difficult conditions, etc. Local 
residents trained as homemakers, or high 
school students in special programs (see 
above) could take over some of these respon
sibilities during regular visits so that the par
ent could be free to engage in activities with 
the younger child. 

5. Group Day Care 
a. Day care eligibility should not be limited 

to parents engaged in full-time employment. 
b. Some off-hour and around-the-clock day 

care should be available. 
c. Some provisions should be made for the 

availability of emergency day care when par
ents are sick, incapacitated, or for other ur
gent reasons temporarily unable to provide 
adequate care for their children. 

d. In the establishment of care programs, 
provision should be made for the involvement 
of other family members besides the parents 
such as adult relatives, and older children of 
the family. 
6 . Training Programs for Child Care Workers 

These should be available for persons of all 
ages by including them in the curricula of 
high schools, adult education programs, com
munity colleges, etc. They should incorporate 
as a regular feature voluntary child care 
services while in the period of training. This 
would make available large numbers of 
trained personnel at low cost for families who 
need such assistance. 
7. Commissions for Children and Families 

Federal encouragement should be given 
for the establishment of such commissions 
at the neighborhood or community level. 
They would have as their initial charge find-
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ing out what the community is doing for its 
children and their families. The commission 
would examine the adequacy of existing pro
grams such as maternal and child health 
services, family planning clinics, day care fa
cilities, social service and recreational oppor
tunities. They also would have the responsi
bility for looking at the entire community 
as an environment for children. Attention 
would be given not only to institutions and 
programs designed explicitly to serve fami
lies and children, but also to town planning, 
housing, traffic, entertainment, etc. from the 
point of view of meeting the needs of fami
lies and their children. The commission would 
be expected to report its findings and rec
ommendations to appropriate executive bod
ies and to the public at large through the 
mass media. After completing the initial as
sessment phase, the commission would as
sume continued responsibillty for develop
ing and monitoring programs to implement 
its recommendations. 

8. Research 
Provision should be made for studies de

signed to assess the comparative effectiveness 
of specific strategies for furthering the de
velopment of children and familles. Unlike 
the massive surveys employed to date, such 
investigations should focus on specific com
ponents of particular programs, rather than 
attempting an indiscriminate evaluation of 
many complex programs differing in content, 
clientele, and social setting. 
9. A Family-Centered Employment Policy in 

the Federal Government 
The Federal Government as an employer 

should be mandated to set an example by 
adopting, at least on an experimental basis, 
the policies and practices proposed in these 
recommendations. 

Urgent actions 
Finally, Mr. Chairman, there are two urgent 

steps that cannot wait for the passage of a 
bill in 1974. They must be taken now: 
1. Reinstating and Expanding Material and 

Infant Care Services 
In view of its urgency, a separate bill should 

be introduced in the Congress now to rees
tablish and expand the new material and in
fant care services and to mandate that the 
appropriated funds not be impounded by the 
Executive branch. 
2. Verifying the Support of Family Programs 

on Revenue Sharing 
Many vital federal programs for families 

and children have been dismantled by the 
present administration with the assurance 
that they would be "picked up" by states and 
local communities with support from revenue 
sharing. For the sake of the nation's children, 
it is essential that this process be monitored 
by an appropriate agency in the federal gov
ernment, such as the office of Child Develop
ment, to identify any lapse in critical pro
grams. An effort should then be mounted, by 
the Congress if necessary, to assure that the 
vital needs of families are being met. 

Summary 
Mr. Chairman, I should like to summarize 

with three statements: 
1. The family is the most humane, efficient 

and economical system for making human 
beings human known to man. 

2. With all its strength, the family can
not survive and function in a vacuum. It re
quires support from the neighborhood, from 
the world of work, and from social and politi
cal institutions at the local, state, and na
tional level. 

3. The future belongs to those nations 
that are prepared to make and fulfill a pri
mary commitment to their families and their 
children. For, only in this way will it be 
possible to counteract the alienation, dis
trust, and breakdown of a sense of commu
nity that follow in the wake of impersonal 

technology, urbanization, bureaucratization, 
and their unplanned, dehumanizing conse
quences. As a nation, we have not yet been 
willing to make that commitment. We con
tinue to measure the worth of our own so
ciety, and of other countries as well, by the 
faceless criterium of the GNP-the gross na
tional product. We continue, in the words 
of the great American psychologist, William 
James-to "worship the bitch-goddess Suc
cess". 

It appears, Mr. Chairman, that we are a 
"stiffnecked people". That phrase calls to 
mind that the worship of idols is not new in 
human experience, and its almost inevitable 
and awesome consequences are a matter of 
familiar record. Yet, the God of Abraham, we 
will recall, was merciful. He sought to warn 
his people by lesser calamities before Sodom 
and Gomorrah were destroyed. Or, to trans
late to our own time and venacular: "Things 
may have to get worse before they C81D. get 
better". If so, Mr. Chairman, we can take 
heart from the facts and figures I have 
brought before you; we surely are making 
progress! 

Mr. Chairman, our nation must make and 
fulfill the commitment to its famil1es and 
children before time runs out. Ultimately 
that commitment must be made and fulfilled 
by the people themselves. In the last analysis, 
it is they who must decide to change the in
stitutions which determine how they and 
their neighbors live-who can get health 
care for his family, a habitable dwelling in 
which to live, opportunity to spend time with 
one's children, and help and encouragement 
from individuals and society in the demand
ing and richly gratifying task of enabling the 
young to develop into competent and com
passionate human beings. 

Untimately, all of us must make this na
tional commitment. But it can begin only 
where national leadership begins, in the halls 
of Congress and in the White House. It is, 
of course, unlikely that within the next three 
years that commitment will be made at the 
other end of Pennsylvania Avenue. It ap
pears to be a long way from there to the 
lives and hearts of the people, their families, 
and their children. The way is surely shorter 
from here, from these halls, where the repre
sentatives of the people gather to serve the 
people's interest. I have high hope, Mr. 
Chairman, that the Hearings being conducted 
by this Committee will mark the beginning of 
a new era in the history of the Congress and 
the country, and that the Senate of the 
United States, under the leadership of this 
bipartisan Committee, will act in behalf of 
the people in making a national commitment 
to meet the needs and realize the tragically 
unfulfilled potential of our families and our 
children. 

PARENTS WITHOUT PARTNERS, INC., 

September 19, 1973. 
To Senate Subcommittee on Children and 

Youth, Old Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

From Parents Without Partners, Inc., 
George B. Williams, Executive Director, 
Washington, D.C. 

My name is George B. Williams, and I am 
Executive Director of Parents Without Part
ners, Inc., the world's largest organization of 
single parents. With me today are three 
members of my organization who will present 
their personal stories and findings on several 
aspects of our national life affecting the dis
solution of the family and the resulting 
deleterious effects on children and youth. 

Before introducing them, let me tell you 
something about our organization, Parents 
Without Partners. We are an international, 
voluntary membership organization of single 
parents-the widowed, divorced, separated 
and never-married-who are bringing up 
children alone in what is still a. dual-parent 
society. Custody 1s not a requirement for 
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membership, and 35% of our members are 
men. PWP's North American membership 
(United States and Canada) lists 90,000 
members. We were founded nearty 16 years 
ago and have doubled in size every third 
year of our existence; our growth has been 
phenomenal, and the future of our organiza
tion has never been brighter. This doesn't 
say much for the future of the traditional 
marriage as we have known it or of the so
called nuclear family. 

More than 700 Chapters of our organiza
tion exist in all 50 States and in most Canadi
an Provinces. We also have large affiliated 
groups, exclusive of our 90,000 members in 
North America, in Australia, New Zealand, 
England, Mexico and Venezuela. Chapters 
range from upwards of 1,000 members in ur
ban areas to fewer than 100 in the smaller 
towns and cities. Each Chapter, with elected 
volunteer leaders, plans and conducts its 
own programs of service to its members and 
their children, with administrative aids, 
materials, advice and guidance from the In
ternational Office here in Washington. We 
are tax-exempt as a non-profit, non-sectari
an, educational organization devoted exclu
sively to the welfare and interests of single 
parents and their children. 

our members come from all walks of life 
and represent a kaleidescope of occupation 
interests and educational attainment. Ages 
range from the 20's into the 60's with the 
bulk of the membership in the 30's and 40's. 
Thirty-five percent of our members are 
widows and widowers, but the majority are 
divorced. Never-marrieds are a tiny growing 
minority, and there are many "separateds" 
who do not divorce !or religious or other rea
sons. Sixty-five percent of the total are 
women. The only requirement !or member
ship in Parents Without Partners is single 
parenthood. We represent a typical cross
section o! the millions who have suffered 
marriage termination, have children to worry 
about, and are in the throes of a reorganiza
tion of their lives. Our members come to us 
at all stages in the process o! separation; 
some are only recently widowed or divorced 
while others have lead the "single again" life 
for some time. 

Some have young children; others have 
teenagers. Some are fairly sophisticated, 
others naive. They are o! all faiths. A few 
have had professional counseling; most know 
nothing about it. Basically middle to lower
middle class on the socio-economic scale (a 
marriage termination invariably means that 
the party or parties to it take a step or two 
down that scale), many are bitter about mar
riage, others hopeful about remarriage. About 
the only other generalization I can make 
about the organization I represent is that 
the members are all in the process of transi
tion and change and have come to us for 
help. Having received the help they need, and 
having completed the process of transition, 
they leave. The average tenure of member
ship is about two years. We are a permanent 
organization of transients. We are a do-it
yourself, self-help organization. We've had 
to be. 

For the most part, gentlemen, you as indi
viduals are members of the legal profession, 
and you know full well that the end of a 
marriage, especially 1! children are involved, 
1s a tremendously traumatic experience for 
all concerned. Even if problems were an
ticipated, nobody, it seems, ever expects them 
to be so critical. Beyond that, many unpre
dicted situations and problems have to be 
!aced. In any case, demoralization and de
spair are the frequent response. There is 
much that government can do in many, 
many areas to make the transition smoother 
for those who suddenly enter the world of 
the formerly married because of marriage 
dissolution. 

It is most encouraging to see, beginning 
with the hearings by this subcommittee, that 
the nation is beginning to address itself to 

the escalating phenomenon of broken fami
lies and marriage termination. All I can say 
is that it's about time. 

Marriage dissolution should be the Num
ber One subject of the decade. The family is 
the fundamental unit of civ111zation, and the 
traditional marriage has been a corner-stone 
of our society. Marriage dissolution is reach
ing epidemic proportions, and the societal 
impact on all levels of our national life is 
now beginning to manifest itself. 

Strange things are happening to the insti
tution of marriage as we know it in the 
United States and in Western society; curious 
things are happening to divorce in America. 
The pain and trauma associated with the 
break-up of a marriage have not impaired 
the prevalence of marriage dissolution. Ap
proximately four of every 10 couples who 
marry this year will not live happily ever 
after. 

They will divorce after, on the average, 
seven years of marriage. It can be safely said 
that the divorce rate is soaring to a record 
peak; it is beginning to approximate 50%. 

One of every six children in the United 
States is now being raised in a single parent 
home. The first-marriage rate is now at its 
lowest ebb since the Depression. Second mar
riages have also leveled off dramatically. "The 
Pill" and liberalized abortion laws have ac
counted for the fact that the birth rate has 
reached its lowest level in our history, and 
even where children aren't involved directly, 
equally striking is the rising number of mar
riages that split apart after the major child
raising chores are finished. Among couples 
married 15 to 19 years, divorce has doubled 
since 1960, while in the 20-years-and-over 
bracket, it is up 56%. 

And in spite of the p111 and liberalized 
abortion laws, the number of so-called "ille
gitimate" births is rising. 

Let me also state here and now that those 
who suffer most in a marriage dissolution are 
not the children. Children are amenable to 
change and resilient. It is the adult who 
suffers most. 

The best thing one can do for a child is 
to enable him to have a reasonably well
adjusted, functioning parent or parents. We 
are all aware that innocent children are in
nocent victims of marriage dissolution. Par
ents can become disturbed, overwrought and 
traumatized when they enter the world of 
the formerly married, and they must readjust 
their lives in a happy, organized manner. 
Above all, this has the most beneficial effect 
on children. Contributing heavily to the 
trauma and maladjustment suffered by many 
members of the single parent community are 
several inequities which can be corrected by 
government, both in the legislative, enforce
ment and policy-making areas. 

From personal experience, the three mem
bers of our organization whom I will intro
duce to you now will present their personal 
experiences as well as their recommendations 
in several of these areas. In order o! their 
appearance, they are as follows: 

Ms. Katheleen Carroll Gallagher. Ms. Gal
lagher has been a member of our organiza
tion for several years and has served in sev
eral leadership capacities. In the business 
world, she is Assistant Secretary of Coach
man Industries, Inc., of Middlebury, Indiana. 
She is also the Administrative Assistant to 
the President of that corporation, Mr. T. H. 
Corson. You'll be interested to know that 
when Mr. Corson was approached to give Ms. 
Gallagher the time to come to Washington 
to testify before this committee, he said, "My 
opinion of the men in government and those 
elected Senators has risen considerably since 
learning that they have asked you to discuss 
the problems of the single parent. They can 
benefit greatly from your knowledge and that 
of your organization, and its' gratifying to 
know that Congress is actually seeking the 
advice of those who had experience with the 

problems. Hopefully, they'll do more of this 
in all areas of government." 

Ms. Gallagher became a single parent 12 
years ago and at that time, her two sons 
were age 13 and 15 and her daughter was 
14. Since her divorce, her children have suc
cessfully completed the total of 16 years of 
college in nine of those 12 years. Her eldest 
son has his doctorate from Stanford Uni
versity in nuclear and systems engineering, 
and her younger son is a graduate of Indiana 
University and is now a Certified Public Ac
countant. Her daughter is a Registered Nurse 
specializing in the intensive care of newborn 
babies. All of them are happily married. 

Ms. Martin Creasy, Ms. Creasy is a former 
member of the Armed Services herself and 
was married to a non-commissioned omcer 
in the United States Air Force for more than 
14 years. She is divorced, and a parent of 
three growing boys. She has direct knowledge 
of how politics governing the military affect 
the lives of enlisted servicemen and their 
famllies while on active duty. Ms. Casey is a 
housewife from New Ipswich, New Hamp
shire. 

Ms. Patricia Young. Ms. Young is the di
vorced mother of three children and is a 
resident of Andover, Massachusetts, She 1B 
employed as a Secretary. Her situation 1B 
rather unique, because her divorce from a 
senior non-commissioned officer in the 
United States Army did not solve very many 
problems for her. Many of those problems 
continue because of some mmtary policies 
no longer in existence but which, in her case, 
are not yet resolved. While she is divorce<1 
from a former Army non-commissioned of
ficer, her testimony will show, I believe, that 
her divorce from problems generated by "be
nign mil1tary neglect" will not be fin&l until 
she leaves this planet. 

STATEMENT OF MS. GALLAGHER 

I am personally delighted to discuss certata 
areas of concern which I share with other 
single parent women functioning in the 
business world. 

My 12 years spent as a single parent were 
not easy ones. I'm not complaining, because 
I've been very fortunate. My children have 
turned out well. I've worked extremely hard 
in spite of the fact that both my family and 
I have felt like "second class" citizens be
cause of my divorce. A man or woman di
vorced or separated with children 1s the 
subject of a wide variety of overt and covert 
discrimination, some of which is directly due 
to lack of governmental controls and laws. 
This discrimination takes many forms, and 
I would like to review with you some of the 
particularly relevant aspects. I! you magnify 
my problems as one single parent woman 
by the 10,000,000 single parents in the United 
States today, you w111 easily realize my con
cern as an individual as well as the concern 
o! my organization, Parents Without Part
ners. 

(1) It goes without saying that one of the 
most commonly shared dilemmas of single 
parents is adequate income. Child support 
payments or life insurance benefits are rarely 
adequate to provide for the needs of a family. 
In nearly every case, it is mandatory that e. 
single parent be employed outside the home 
in order adequately to support the house
hold. This leads to ansulary problems of 
child care, low income levels of the average 
woman, bringing their occupational skills 
current, and finding a suitable job. Today one 
famlly in nine is headed by a woman-th18 
means 5.6 million famiUes headed by women. 
In the decade between 1960 and '70, this 
group increased 24% in numbers. 

Compounding this problem 1s the fact that 
despite women's rights movements and equal 
opportunity legislation from the congress, 
ftgures on the earnings by occupational and 
educational levels clearly show that a work
ing woman with a high school education 
earns approximately 56% of the salary at-
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tained by men on an equivalent level of 
age and education. From the standpoint of 
society, concern must be centered on the 
status of those single parent families with 
dependent children. Most are not as fortu
nate as I have been. I did manage to keep 
three children in college at the same time on 
earnings of approximately $6,000 per year, 
plus approximately $2,800 in child support 
annually. 

This is a very broad problem. The propor
tion of mothers working outside the home 
is now more than double that of 25 years ago. 
For a graphic 1llustration of the problem, 
consider the group of mothers with children 
under six. La.st year, there were more than 4.3 
million mothers with children under six in 
the labor force. More appalling, there were 
1.3 m1llion mothers with children who were 
bringing up their families without a husband. 
Add to this the children from six to 17 years 
of age being raised by single parent women
almost 3.3 million-and one soon realizes that 
compared to the estimated number of 
licensed day-care slots of 800,000, the recent 
veto by the President on the matter of day 
care facilities only serves to aggravate 1m
mediate solutions to this gigantic problP-m 
for single parents and their children. 

(2) The second area of concern are the 
problems generated by inequitable taxation 
of the single parent. Most assuredly, child 
care expenses should be treated as a business 
expense rather than a personal expense. 

An industrialist can hire 2 dozen extra sec
retaries and even a chauffeur and there is 
never any shadow of a doubt that their 
wages wm be a legitimate tax deduction. He 
pays their wages from one pocket and recoups 
a handy tax break from the Treasury with 
another. The secretaries help him work more 
effectively. They help him spend time more 
productively so that he can make a greater 
contribution to our nation's economy. With
out them and their help, he would be very 
much cut down to size. 

But what about fathers or mothers who 
can't even get to the stage of taking a job 
at all without paying someone to look after 
their children or clean their homes? They 
don't have the resources of a millionaire, 
but they have to hire someone or pay some
one to help them all the same. No business 
deduction for them--despite the fact that 
many of these parents could not even work 
at all without incurring such expenses, let 
alone getting to the stage of thinking in 
terms of help to enable them to work more 
effectively. 

certainly, where two divorced or separated 
parents provide support to children, there 
should be some automatic, equitable formula 
for allowing them to split exemptions and 
claim tax credit, both for support and for 
the education of those dependent children. 
Meaningful tax reform is long overdue. I 
would think the House Ways and Means 
committee would be seriously embarrassed 
by their inaction. I, and other single par
ents, wonder exactly what the time table on 
this glacier is? 

Let me personalize tax problems as they 
affect single parents. I am one of those who 
may have read about who was the subject of 
ms harassment. On two occasions, the IRS 
chose to audit my returns as a single par
ent--the first time when my former husband 
claimed both me and the three children 
(mind you, this was two years after the di
vorce) and it was this incorrect filing that 
triggered an audit of my return, and the 
burden of proving the deductions and ex
emptions fell on my shoulders. At one point, 
I was threatened by the IRS auditor that he 
would take away all my dependent exemp
tions unless I would "give" some of these ex
emptions to my former husband. Actually, 
the auditor also threatened to use my older 
son's scholarship money against me in com
puting which of us contributed 50% of the 
total support. This, in spite of their own 

printed rulings which state that scholarships 
are not to be considered as income in such 
cases. I finally had to utilize the services of a 
practicing tax consultant to plead the hear
ing successfully before an IRS examiner. All 
this, at unnecessary and great expense to me 
at a time when I could little afford it. 

(3) The third area of concern are problems 
encountered in the areas of credit, mortgages 
and insurance for the widowed and divorced. 

Let me sight a couple of brief examples: 
In 1962, I suffered the indignity of being 

refused automobile insurance coverage sim
ply because I was newly-divorced, and con
sidered a bad risk for that reason. Allstate 
Insurance Company refused ·my application, 
refused even to process it, because I had not 
been divorced for at least a year. I submit 
that I was a better driver after my divorce 
than I was before. Not only that, why could 
I not be considered as an individual and be 
judged on my own driving record? 

From all that I hear in my organization, 
insurance discrimination against the di
vorced and widowed still exists and has not 
receded at all. From what I am told, I believe 
it has escalated. 

As far as credit is concerned, I've been for
tunate. My income level is higher than most 
single parent women. However, there is one 
interesting anecdote to indicate discrimina
tion. In May of 1971, I sent an application for 
a BankAmericard to First Bank and Trust 
Company in South Bend, Indiana. This was 
while I was employed as business adminis
trator for eight doctors, managing several 
X-ray facilities, and my income was indi
cated near $10,000. Within that very same 
week, a woman appeared from the Bank
Americard Central Office to apply for my job, 
but I never heard anything directly from 
BankAmericard. I wrote the banking facility 
to which the application had been sent and 
explained what had happened. I also ex
plained that I would st111 like to have a card. 
To this day, I have never received an ac
knowledgement to my application or my let
ter, nor have I received a BankAmericard. 

(4) The fourth concern I have is the prob
lem of divorce and separation and the effect 
on the education of the dependent children. 
The education of my children has been my 
prime motivation these past 12 years. I was 
stunned when I read my divorce decree in 
1961 to learn that no reference or provision 
had been inserted in the decree for their 
higher education. This is one area where a 
national divorce code with mandatory provi
sions for shared responsibility for the educa
tion of children would be of great and last
ing benefit. Such provisions will probably not 
exist as long as states are the control point 
for the issuance of divorce decrees. In addi
tion, there should be mandatory provisions 
for the insurance and health protection of 
those children. 

There are many, many reasons for a na
tional divorce code and it could be ap
proached through the states on the same 
basis that the "no-fault" automobile insur
ance legislation was approached: minimum 
standards and a time frame. 

(5) Problems relating to the dissolution of 
marriage will continue to plague us until 
government makes more adequate provisions 
in our educational system to provide that all 
children, equally and fairly, are given the 
right to learn about marriage, about divorce, 
about being good, effective parents, etc., in 
order that they may better prepare them
selves for the certainties of theit life styles. 
The recently developed program, "Education 
for Parenthood", launched by the Office of 
Education and the Office of Child Develop
ment in September, 1972, is most exciting in 
all respects. This is just the type of thing our 
nation needs as we view with considerable 
anxiety the recent trends in marriage dissolu
tion. Hopefully, similar programs in other 
areas will be developed and launched. My 
organiZation continues to be available as con-

sultants and is prepared at all times to share 
our experience with all governmental levels 
concerned. Let me also add, Senators, that 
it is gratifying to know that you are asking 
us to discuss pertinent viewpoints toward 
speedy solutions to our shared problems ot 
single parents and their children in our so
ciety today ... and tomorrow. 

Thank you very much. 
STATEMENT OF MS. CREASY 

I was involved with the milltary for 14 
years. Many problems were encountered and, 
of course, not all of them were militarily con
nected. Problems common to most marriages 
become more prominent, however, because of 
the stresses of military life. Many problems 
encountered directly result from policies 
governing milltary personnel as well as, in 
some cases, the lack of covering policies. 

The overriding problem for enlisted mili
tary families is money. Ninety percent of 
the families I knew in the military found it 
necessary to "moonlight" in order to survive. 
No matter how tight the hold on the purse 
strings, it was necessary for me to work on 
a full-time basis and for my husband to 
work part-time, three nights a week plus 
Saturdays every week. He held the rank of 
Technical Sergeant, at that time the second 
highest non-commissioned officer rank. 

Even though military pay scales have 
escalated recently, so has the cost of living. 
The "tight money" situation for enlisted 
military families has not altered. 

The necessity of "moonlighting" adds its 
own strain to family life. My children spent 
more time at under-staffed nurseries and 
with baby-sitters than in their own home. 
This factor , plus the added physical stress 
of "moonlighting", placed my husband and 
me in an atmosphere where family life was 
almost nil. Although low finances is one 
problem nearly everyone encounters at some 
point, one would think that men in the 
military service of their government, what
ever their rank, would be able to support a 
small family without the added mental and 
physical stress of "moonlighting". 

One of the biggest financial strains placed 
on wives of non-commissioned officers came 
when a. decision was made to allow non
commissioned officers to receive family al
lotment checks along with their monthly 
pay checks. No consideration was given to 
the wives and children of non-commissioned 
officers whose husbands were already using 
their pay to their own personal s~tisfaction. 
This decision was a mistake. 

Unnecessary transfers run a close second 
to financial problems for military families. 
Undue mental , physical and-again-finan
cial strain is placed on families in the proc
ess of transferring from one base to another. 
The strain is even greater when the family 
is not allowed to follow. 

Moving from one home to another, from 
one school to a nother, becomes more diffi
cult as · the children get older and friends 
become closer. 

Transfers to overseas bases where life is 
totally different and where housing is either 
non-existent or of low quality places other 
kinds of strain on family life. 

Overseas bases where only families of of
ficers are allowed makes the enlisted man 
feel guilty of his rank. Another strain, per
haps the biggest strain of all is placed on 
those families where the wife is forced, with
out advance or continued counsel, to take 
over the full responsibllity as a "head of 
household". 

Military life makes unique demands in 
many ways and all members of the family 
have pride in service to our country and do 
their very best to meet those demands with
out complaining. However, a woman becom
ing both father and mother to her chil
dren for any length of time learns to be 
less dependent on her husband, wore inde
pendent and more capable of being her own 
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boss. In many cases where the husband is 
the true foundation of the marriage, the mar
riage begins to falter with this type of trans
fer. Every effort should be made by the 
Armed Services to keep the fam111es together 
and, where it is impossible to do so because 
of security reasons or war-time conditions, 
then counsellng should be readily available 
for those who stand and walt. The divorce 
statistics of our Viet Nam POWs bear me out. 

Is it too much to ask that when a service
man is taken from his family for six months 
or more for security reason which cannot be 
divulged that a senior officer come by and 
explain the necessity of it to the wife and 
children in terms they will understand with
out divulging the necessity of the mission? 
From my experience, this would have been 
extremely helpful, and would have saved 
much strain on many marriages. After all, 
the percentage of field grade officers and 
above is at its highest point in mllitary his
tory. While the Armed Services do a good job 
of "taking care of their own" the word 
"own" should be more fully extended to in
clude the military dependents, too. 

The military does take care of widows and 
orphans. Divorce, in many respects, has the 
same effect as death on military dependents. 
Even worse effects! I believe that there must 
be a greater concern shown for military di
vorcees and their children, particularly as 
they may affect t~e children in terms of fi
nancial supoprt and medical care. 

In preparing for this testimony I was ad
vised by a member of our organization, a field 
grade officer now retired from the Army, that 
conditions leading to marriage dissolution 
and resulting single parenthood are more 
acute in the service than among civilians. 
This is true because many famllies cannot ad
just to the constant relocating which seems 
to be required in the mUltary, that break
ups are caused by low pay and poor living 
conditions among the enlisted personnel 
(many of whom are on welfare), and the 
necessity of "hardship tours" (one year over
seas without family) . 

He found, as did I, that the m111tary is 
highly sensitive about releasing any statis
tics to any organization on subjects which 
they feel might cause an unfavorable publlc 
image. Maybe you can change this. I hope so. 

Thank you. 
STATEMENT OF MS. YOUNG 

Gentlemen, my gross weekly income is 
$135.00; my r..et $104.00. I receive no other 
income for either myself or my children. I 
can barely meet my expenses, which are 
greater than they need be because I have to 
work and that means baby-sitters. 

My expenses are also larger because I have 
to clothe myself for my work, a greater ex
pense than it would be if I were a housewife. 
Also, I don't have time to prepare economical 
meals, and I rely on so-called "convenience 
foods", and one must pay for the convenience. 
I am one of those heads of households whose 
tax base is higher, and I pay a penalty be
cause I happen to be a single parent. 

In 1957 I was married to a serviceman, at
tached to Army security, with the rank of 
SP--4. My former husband attained a rank 
of SP-5 in 1958, then took a year's separa
tion from the Army in 1958-59. He re-enlisted 
in 1959 as an SP-5, the grade he left. Prior to 
our marriage, he had served 18 months in 
Korea, and his service record was excellent. 

Upon re-enlistment, he taught as an in
structor at Fort Devens, Massachusetts. He 
was selected for the Non-Commissioned Offi
cers Academy in New Jersey and from there, 
he went on to Washington, D.C., for instruc
torial courses. He was then selected for lan
guage school in Monterey, California. His 
specialty was Arabic. At this time he was 
promoted to the rank of E-6. 

Following language school, he returned to 
Washington to receive instructions and await 
orders for assignment to Turkey. After one 
year in Turkey, he was assigned to Beirut 
for 2 years and was promoted to the rank of 
E-7, the Army highest, shortly after his ar
rival. All throughout his military career he 
received numerous commendations and rec
ommendations from his commanding officers 
for outstanding performance. 

Prior to my leaving for Beirut with my 
children, another child was born and, in 
addition, one of our sons was hospitalized. 
After my arrival in Beirut, there were five 
additional hospitalizations for the entire 
family. I developed meningltus and was later 
operated on for a tubal ligation which, fol
lowing surgery, developed serious infections. 
My husband also had an accident while 
swimming, and my son suffered complica
tions in a routine tonsilectomy and adenoid
ectomy. 

My husband's assignment in Beirut was ex
tremely demanding, and the pressures were 
great. In addition, the frequent and serious 
lllnesses of our family plus the death of his 
father (the majority of the funeral expenses 
were placed on my husband), the constancy 
of doctor and prescription bills, the cost of 
hiring domestic help because of my confine
ment to bed under doctor's orders all con
tributed to my husband's suffering consider
able mental and nervous tension and 
anguish. 

When we decided that he should seek pro
fessional assistance, we discovered that all 
that was available in Beirut was a physician 
who could administer tranquilizers. Unfor
tunately, my husband turned to alcohol for 
relief, and a distinguished military career 
began to go down the drain. 

There were no medical facilities available 
to us as a military family in Beirut. We in
curred very costly medical and prescription 
bills. There was no policy established for re
imbursement at the United States Embassy 
in Beirut. My husband's income was in no 
way sufficient to cover these bllls in addition 
to the day-to-day living expenses. 

After many months of medication for my 
son's ear infections (the operation did not 
help), it was upon the written statement 
and strong advice of my son's physician that 
we returned to the United States for proper 
medical treatment and change of climate. 
When my husband put in for a transfer back 
to the States, he was threatened that if he 
left his assignment in Beirut he would prob
ably be transferred out of his outfit. And this 
is exactly what did occur. 

While awaiting orders to be transferred 
back to the United States, my husband re
ceived a communication that stated he was 
no longer with the ASA due to "debt" (hos
pital, physicians and medication which the 
military didn't pay and for which the Em
bassy did not reimburse). The military used 
this excuse to transfer him t:rom his unit 
and the resulting humiliation he suffered 
caused him great anguish. He had great pride 
in himself, his unit and his career. He was 
a man torn between his love for his job and 
his love for his family and it was at this 
point that he seemed to fall apart and turn 
totally to alcohol. 

When we arrived in the States, the chil
dren and I went to Ohio. My husband con
tinued on to his assignment in California. 
Shortly after reporting to his new assign
ment, I received a telephone call that he was 
absent without leave. He later turned him
self in and was brought up for court martial. 
I fiew to California and left my five-year-old 
and two toddlers in Ohio. After long discus
sions with his defense counsel and his com
manding officers, they advised me that he 
was greatly in need of medical and psychla-

tric assistance. They did not want to see 
him court martlalled. However, due to his 
rank, he was to be used as an "example" to 
others. This was actually told to my husband 
and me by these officers. Because he was to 
be an "example", no medical assistance was 
forthcoming. 

At this time, my own physical deteriora
tion was extreme. After the court martial, 
my husband was assigned to Fort Huachuca, 
Arizona. Before I left him in California to 
return to Ohio, my husband's physical and 
mental state was at an all-time low. After a 
brief period, he instructed me to bring the 
family to Arizona and, upon my arrival, I 
discovered that he was again AWOL. This 
time, six weeks elapsed before he returned. 

He was again brought up for court martial 
and again demoted in rank. During this en
tire period, he had one interview with a 
psychiatrist. 

It was at this time that my husband was 
advised to "leave the military service" He 
left the service, but not for medical reasons. 
Thus, my children and I no longer have any 
consideration as military dependents. There 
is no support for my children, nor is there 
any available medical care or other privileges 
which would be available to us if he hoo a 
medical discharge. 

During his year's tour of duty in Turkey, 
my daughter and I were hospitalized in the 
States. My husband was not b.ble to be with 
us. In addition to this, the Army's non-reim
bursement of our medical bllls in Beruit had 
left us in great financial debt upon return 
to the States and I was not able to give 
him very much moral and physical support 
during his post-Berult assignments in Cali~ 
fornia and Ar121ona. These separations createa. 
great strains on the family as a unit anot 
upon my husband and me as individuals and 
in turn, upon our entire marriage. 

After Beruit, my husband endeavored to 
receive reimbursement for our medical bills 
incurred in Lebanon. They were never 
honored! 

When my husband was assigned to Beruit, 
our marriage was very sound. I feel that 
the lack of medical assistance to our family 
(as well as other famllies in the service, and 
I have plenty of examples), no family coun
seling, no psychiatric care and at that time 
no recognition of alcoholism as a disease
all of these factors assisted the deteriora
tion of our marriage in a most viable man
ner. 

Because my husband's illness was not rec
ognized at the time of his discharge (after 
14 years of active military service) which up 
to the time of Beruit was commendable, he 
did not receive the medical diScharge for 
which he was qualified. Therefore, my chil
dren reap no military benefits nor do I for 
their care and support. 

The deterioration of my husband due to al
coholism occurred while in the service. It 
caused great stress upon my children, and I 
was not able to save our marriage nor was 
my husband able to cope with his escalating 
problems. A very fine marriage ended, a very 
valuable soldier's service was lost to his coun
try and my children and I continue to suffer 
because of the ineptitude of the mllitary, the 
necessity of creating "the example" and the 
"benign neglect" of the fact that military 
wives and children are people too. 

Frankly, it would be better had he died. 
My children would have greater security if 
that had happened. He might have died, and 
it may be that he has. I don't know. I haven't 
heard a thing for three years. 

The ineptitude with which my husband's 
case was handled, has caused untold emo
tional stress, particularly for my oldest 
daughter. The only assistance for her which 
I can afford is school counseling. She needs 
much, much more than that. 
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I might also a.dd that after my husband's 

discharge a.nd subsequent desertion of his 
family, our household goods were shipped to 
Ohio. I went back to Massachusetts with the 
children. I couldn't obtain a. release to have 
the furniture sent to me because I "needed 
my former husband's signature". Conseqent
ly, this pedantic attention to red tape caused 
me to beg from relatives to have a home for 
my children. I also had to spend money I de
sperately needed for lawyers to try to obtain 
my home furnishings. In addition, many of 
our households goods were sold in Beruit to 
pay some of the medical bills we owed and 
for which we were never reimbursed. 

The Army must provide for greater cogni
zance for their families in trouble. Many 
times I thought that if the system or even 
one of his commanding officers had the back
bone to stand up a.nd fight for my husband 
that today there would be a whole family 
unit with a. father who is a whole person. 
The need at that time for decent medical 
and psychiatric attention was acute but lack
ing. 

Maybe it still is. My nine-year-old son tells 
people that his father is dead because he 
cannot accept the fact that he has been re
jected. My seven-year-old can't remember his 
father, a.nd my 12-year-old daughter is fight
ing a desperate battle within herself about 
who is to blame for her father's disappear
ance from her life. If this is not a destruc
tion of the family unit by separation, mili
tary ineptitude and basic ignorance, I don't 
know what you would call it. 

Mllitary families have a difficult lot at best. 
Military men would do a. much more efficient 
job in serving our country if the basic in
stability of military families caused by low 
pa.y, frequent transfers and duty-necessitat
ing frequent and lengthy absences could be 
alleviated by a greater concern and aware
ness for the needs of military wives and chil
dren, plus more adequate psychiatric, psy
chological and marriage counseling services. 
Without that, the problems of the innocent 
victims of military marriage dissolution, the 
children, will not be appreciably alleviated. 

I do hope you'll do something about it. 
Thank you very much. 

CONCLUSION 

In summary, gentlemen, let me reiterate 
the fact that there a.re many, many things 
our Federal Government ca.n do to alleviate 
the pain, suffering, trauma. a.nd maladjust
ments caused by marriage dissolution, a.ll of 
which have deleterious effects on chlldren 
a.nd youth. I won't take the time to define a.ll 
the reasons why it is necessary to do so be
cause they are more eloquently stated in the 
testimony than I can articulate in a. sum
mary. 

The four of us did not spend very much 
time talking about what single parents con
sider to be the most critical area. of need ... 
meaningful Da.y Care a.nd Child Development 
legislation. From a.ll that I have been told by 
not only my own 90,000 members but every 
single parent with young children I have 
talked to, this is the Number One Priority. 
Hopefully, forces can again be mustered to 
make this legislation a. reality. Our nation 
needs it now, our children need it now, and 
it is their right a.s well a.s the right of those 
yet unborn to have it. It simply must be 
done. I might add that as this testimony is 
being drafted in its final form (Thursday, 
September 20) our expert on the subject of 
Day Care ha.d to cancel her scheduled ap
pearance with us ... she couldn't find any
one to take care of her children. 

In addition to unvetoed Da.y Care a.nd 
Child Development legislation, my organiza
tion also suggests the following: 

1. A total end, in fact as well as theory, 
to class discrimination based on sex or ma.ri-

tal status in the areas of housing, credit a.nd 
insurance. 

2. Immediate ta.x reform which, in fairness 
and equity, will equalize the ta.x base be
tween married couples and heads of house
holds; such legislation to provide for the 
deduction of child care expenses as a. busi
ness deduction rather than a personal deduc
tion a.nd, in addition, a. percentage considera
tion for the dependent deduction when two 
parties not in the same household contribute 
to child support. 

3. A re-examination by the Armed Services 
as well a.s other governmental departments 
of a.ll policies covering transfers a.nd family 
relocations. (I've been told by many marriage 
counselors, psychiatrists and psychologists 
that the chances of marriage dissolution rise 
sharply--at least 50 %-following a family re
location. I believe it.) 

4. The Armed Services should re-examine 
a.ll their policies covering dependents with 
particular reference to control of allotments 
for child support a.nd alimony. 

5. Uniform standards by all states in di
vorce codes should be encouraged by the 
Federal Government with particular atten
tion to "no-fault" provisions. The archaic di
vorce codes in many of our states encourage 
the adversary system in divorce practice by 
lawyers and usually brands a party "guilty" 
or "at fault." This does not end the conten
tiousness which a. divorce purports to cure 
and ha.s long term, deleterious effects on chil
dren. 

6. Uniform child custody a.nd support laws 
a.nd enforcement. 

THE IMPACT OF THE INCOME TAX ON THE 

FAMILY 

(Testimony of Harvey E. Brazer, professor 
of economics and research associate, In
stitute of Public Polley Studies, the 
University of Michigan) 
Within the tax structure of the Federal 

Government only the individual income ta.x 
bears directly on the stabillty of the family. 
My concern in these remarks is not with the 
effects of the weight of taxes in general. It 
lies, rather, with those features of the tax 
law that impose heavier burdens on the 
family headed by two adults as compared 
with the single-head family. 

The joining together of two people through 
marriage to form a. household--or their 
separation through divorce or death-need 
not be permitted to affect tax liabillty by 
more than the consequences of adding or 
dropping a. dependent's exemption. As in 
Ca.na.da and some other taxing jurisdictions, 
a man a.nd a wom.an each of whom receives 
income, may pay jointly the same amount 
of income tax irrespective of whether or 
not they marry or, if married, stay married. 
The problem arises L"l this country in part 
because under our law the unit for taxation 
is, essentially, the household, rather than 
the individual. And under a.n income tax 
that aims at taxing people according to their 
relative economic power of wellbeing, this is 
as it should be. At the same time, however, 
under this approach it is difficult to steer 
a course between the single individual, the 
single head of household, and the married 
couple that will do justice to a.ll and also 
avoid either imposing tax penalties on, or 
offering tax bonuses for, marriage. On the 
other hand, the alternative of ignoring the 
marital status of the tax payer, largely or 
entirely, inevitably results in vastly ·differ
ent treatment of similarly circumstanced 
economic units or households. 

In the discussion that follows it should be 
kept in n:lind that the institution of mar-
riage may no longer be as easy to define as it 
once wa.s. Changing social mores suggest 

that formal, legal marriages coupled with 
"no-fault" divorce laws, may be increasinglf 
difficult to distinguish from less formal or 
non-legally sanctioned liaisons that appear 
to be gaining more widespread a.cceptabillty. 
To the extent, therefore, that "marital sta
tus" becomes more a matter of legal form 
rather than a. description of living arrange
ments relevant for measuring economic a.nd, 
therefore, taxpaying capacity, a.ny differen
tial impacts of the income tax that turn on 
the distinction between married and single 
individuals take on greater weight and ma.y 
be hitting an increasingly fragile institu
tion. 

I shall discuss first the principal features 
of the United States income ta.x that differ
entiate between married a.nd single taxpay
ers. These are the rate structure, the low 
income allowance a.nd the optional standard 
deduction, the medical deduction, the child 
care allowance, and the capitaJ. loss carry
over. This is by no means a. completely in
clusive list, but for a.ll except a small hand
ful of taxpayers other aspects of the ta.x 
code that make tax liability turn in some 
part on marital status are irrelevant eso
terta. 

THE TAX RATE STRUCTURE 

From 1948 to 1969 married couples enjoyed 
the privilege of being taxed as though they 
were single individuals each having half of 
their joint incomes. In 1951 approximately 
half of the benefits of income-splitting was 
extended to single persons who maintain a 
home occupied by one or more dependents. 
For individuals with substantial incomes 
who contemplated marriage with someone 
whose income was zero or relatively low, 
the la.w offered the opportunity, through in
come-splitting, to "marry into lower brack
ets." It also brought enormous pressures for 
change from single persons subject to very 
much higher ta.x rates than their married 
compatriots who enjoyed equal incomes. 
Until the 1969 Revenue Act took effect the 
single taxpayer's tax liability exceeded that 
of the married couple with the same taxable 
income by an amount that ranged from 3.6 
percent a.t taxable income of $1,000 to 25.2 
percent a.t $12,000, a.nd a ~ak of 42.1 percent 
at $28,000.1 Expressed in this fashion the tax 
law seems to have dealt harshly with the 
single person and most generously with the 
married couple only one party to which ha.d 
income. It was, however, very well suited 
to the case of the married couple with in
come equally attributable to husband a.nd 
wife, as compared with the single taxpayer 
with income equal to one half of that of the 
couple. Stated another way, under the pre-
1970 law if brothers A and B and sisters X 
and Y each had $10,000 per year of taxtible 
income and continued to do so after they 
became married couples AX a.nd BY, mar
riage would not have affected their tax lia
bilities. 

The Revenue Act of 1969, however, changed 
all this. While the tax rates applicable to 
married couples filing either joint or separate 
returns remained unchanged, for single in
dividuals rates applicable to taxable income 
in the brackets $4,000 to $6,000 up to $38,000 
to $44,000 were reduced by from 1 at $4,000 
to $6,000 to 10 percentage points at $20,000 
to $26,000, or by a.s much as 20.8 percent 
(from 48 to 38 percent in the $20,000 to 
$22,000 bracket). As a consequence our tax-

1 Staff of the Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue Taxation, General Explanation of 
the Tax Reform Act of 1969, H.R. 13270, 91st 
Congress, Public Law 91-172 (Washington: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1970), p. 
224. 
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payers A, B, c, and D each would pay tax 
of $2,090 as unmarried individuals, for a total 
of $8,360. As they contemplate marriage, 
however, they now observe that their joint 
tax liabilities will rise, after marriage, to 
$8,760. Thus the change under the 1969 
Revenue Act in the rate structure in the 
'.Tircumstances described has imposed an an
nual tax of $200 per couple on marriage! 

Those who may file tax returns as heads of 
households are placed approximately half 
way between single persons and married cou
ples filing joint returns in the construction 
of the tax rate schedules. And the tax costs 
of marriage vary With income and the pro
portions of income attributable to each 
member of a married couple. Thus it is diffi
cult to generalize about the penalty borne by 
marriage under current tax rate schedules. 
Clearly it may be negative or zero, either 
where income is very low or where substan
tially more than half of the couple's income 
is received by only one of the parties, while 
it rises to a very large sum where income is 
high and equally divided between the two 
spouses. For example, if the man and woman 
each earns $50,000 in taxable income per year, 
as single individuals they would pay income 
taxes of $20,190 each, or $40,380. The "tax 
price" of marriage is $4,800, for as a married 
couple their tax liab1llty would rise to $45,-
180. And, of course, if all of the $100,000 of 
taxable income was earned by either the hus
band or wife it could be divided evenly be
tween them through marriage followed by 
divorce and an appropriate alimony agree
ment, With a tax saving to the couple of al
most $5,000 per year. At the other extreme, 
with only $1,000 of taxable income accruing 
to each individual, marriage would actually 
save $5 per year. I will not speculate on the 
implications of these figures for the attitude 
of the Congress with respect to the relation 
between income and virtue. 
THE OPTIONAL STANDARU DEDUCTION AND THE 

LOW INCOME ALLOWANCE 

Taxpayers may not avail themselves of one 
of three options for handling non-business 
deductions. They may take itemized deduc
tions for state and local taxes, charitable 
contributions, interest paid, medical ex
penses, and a miscellany of other expenses. 
Or they may choose instead the optional 
standard deduction of 15 percent of adjusted 
gross income subject to a maximum of $2,000. 
The third option is the low income allowance 
of a fiat $1,300. The choice between the 
standard deduction and the low income al
lowance turns simply on income. Up to 
$8,667 the low income allowance exceeds the 
standard deduction and Will be taken unless 
itemized deductions are greater than $1,300. 

The standard deduction and the LIA ar~ so 
designed as to impose tax costs on marr1age 
because they apply under the same terms to 
married as to single taxpayers. Thus, for ex
ample, returning to brothers A and B and 
sisters X andY, let us suppose that each has 
$12 000 of adjusted gross income. Collectively, 
whlle single, they would be entitled to $7,200 
($1,800 x 4) in standard deductions. But fol
loWing the marriages of A and X and B and 
y other things remaining the same, the 
standard deduction permissible is reduced to 
$2,000 per couple, for a reduction of $3,200 in 
total and an increase, on this account, of 
some $600 in the tax 11abll1t1es of the four 
people. · 

The operation of the low income allowance 
has a similar impact on marriage. Suppose 
two people each with adjusted gross income 
of $5,000. As single taxpayers each is entitled 
to a LIA of $1,300, or $2,600 1n total. If they 
now marry their combined income of $10,000 
entitles them to only a standard deduction 
of $1,500, for a loss of deductions of $1,100. 
In thts instance marriage costs over $150 per 
year in additional tax liability. 

It should be noted, of course, that married 
couples cannot regain the tax advantages of 
status as single taxpayers by filing separate 
returns. In the case of separate returns the 
LIA permitted is only $650 per return and 
the maximum standard deduction is reduced 
to $1,000. Divorce, once more, is the clear-cut 
answer to the problem! 

THE DEDUCTION FOR MEDICAL EXPENSES 

Medical expenses may be taken as an item
ized deduction only to the extent that they 
exceed 3 per cent of adjusted gross income 
and the costs of medicine and drugs count 
as medical expenses only insofar as they ex
ceed 1 per cent of AGI. In cases where most or 
all of such expenses are incurred in behalf 
of one spouse the medical expense deduction 
may be substantially larger if that spouse 
both has income and can file as a single tax
payer. 

As we have seen, divorce is one way in 
which single taxpayer status may be attained 
and the income of a couple divided between 
them. Suppose that ( 1) married couple AX 
has AGI of $20,000, all earned by A, and (2) 
medical expenses of $1,000 and $200 of drug 
costs are incurred in behalf of X. Filing 
jointly as a married couple, AX may deduct 
only $400. But if A and X, following a divorce, 
were to divide their income so that X re
ceived $8,000 and A $12,000, the medical ex
pense deduction available to X would be 
$880,2 or $480 higher. 

Obviously any of an infinite number of 
combinations of income and medical expense 
allocations between married couples is pos
sible. The foregoing numbers are merely one 
illustration. As such the numbers have no 
particular significance other than to demon
strate another, probably minor, burden that 
the income t ax law may impose on marriage. 

THE CHILD AND OTHER DEPENDENTS CARE 
ALLOWANCE 

As much as $400 per month or $4,800 per 
year may be deducted for the costs of house
hold services or for the care of one or more 
dependent children under the age of 15 or an 
incapacitated spouse or dependent when such 
costs are incurred in order to enable the tax
payer to be gainfully employed. This amount 
is deductible, however, only if AGI is equal 
to or less than $18,000. Above that level the 
amount of the allowable deduction is reduced 
by 50 cents for each dollar by which AGI 
exceeds $18,000. Thus at AGI of $27,600 the 
deductible amount is reduced to zero. 

Let us suppose now that a married couple 
with two children under the age of 15 earns 
$36,000, divided evenly between husband 
and wife. At this income level they are not 
permitted to deduct anything that may be 
spent for household services or for the care 
of the children. If, however, the marriage is 
terminated and one child is assigned to each 
parent, since we now have two AGis of $18,000 
rather than one of $36,000, the total allow
able deduction for household services or child 
care may amount to as much as $9,600. Thus 
entirely apart from the tax savings accruing 
from the dissolution of the marriage because 
of other aspects of the law, this one feature 
by itself may cut taxable income by close 
to $10,000 and provide a ta.x reduction of 
some $2,500. 

It should be remembered that the kind of 
tax impact noted here is not applicable 
merely to younger or young middle-aged 
taxpayers with children under age 15. It ap
plies as well to taxpayers who may be respon-
sible for incapacitated parents or adult chil
dren. And, while one may strongly favor 
this Uberal treatment of the kind of ex
penses under discussion, the very large dif
ference in the treatment of single a.s com-

I $1,000+$2~.01($8,000)-.03($8,000) • 

pared to married taxpayers is striking in
deed. 

THE DEDUCTION FOR CAPITAL LOSSES 

Net capital losses in any one year may be 
deducted from other income in an amount 
of up to $1,000. The excess may be carried 
forward indefinitely and, if not offset by 
capital gains, the carryover is, again, de
ductible from ordinary income to the extent 
of $1,000 per year. 

The $1,000 limit applies irrespective of the 
marital status of the taxpayer. Thus if both 
husband and wife have suffered substantial 
capital losses and neither the current year 
nor succeeding years bring offsetting capital 
gains, they could double the amount deduc
tible on this account if they attained sin
gle status as taxpayers. 

This feature of the tax law as it impinges 
upon marriage is probably not of major 
quantitative importance. Nevertheless, it 
does, once more, raise the question as to 
whether any element of the tax coda should 
operate in such fashion as to bring a higher 
tax liability simply by reason of the fact that 
the taxpayers are married rather than single. 

OVERALL IMPACT ON MARITAL STATUS 

To this point we have been looking at se
lected aspects of the individual income tax 
with each of them viewed independently of 
the others. In an effort to gain some addi
tional perspective it may be helpful to look 
at the tax consequences of marriage under 
some illustrative circumstances with re
spect to level of income, the distribution of 
income between husband and wife, and the 
nature of non-business deductions. In 
Table 1 some hypothetical tax liabilities are 
presented. In the first row of this Table we 
have the liabilities incurred by taxpayers fil
ing joint returns. In the two rows that follow 
the computations are based on the assump
tion that income is split equally between 
the dissolved marriage partners, either be
cause one half was earned by each or be
cause alimony equal to one half of AGI is 
paid to the ex-spouse. In the second row each 
of the parents is assigned one child and thus 
they both file tax returns as heads of house
holds, while in the third row both children 
are assigned to one parent, who qualifies as 
a head of household, and the other parent 
files his tax return as a single individual. 

It will be observed that an even split of 
both income and children always, in the 
illustrative cases presented, produces the 
smallest tax, liability. The difierence in in
come tax liability may amount to as much as 
$98 per year even where AGI is only $5,000, 
and that difierence rises to a range of about 
$1,500 to $2,500 at an AGI of $40,000, de
pending on whether or not deductions are 
itemized. These figures, however, do not in
clude the effects, described earlier, of the 
treatment of medical expenses and costs of 
household services and care of dependents, 
and the capital loss effect. Thus in the case 
of the couple With AGI of $40,000, for ex
ample, dissolution of the marriage could 
permit further deductions of $9,600 for 
household services and child care, an addi
tional $1,000 deduction for capital losses, and 
$600 of medical expenses not deductible in 
the joint return. This $12,200 in reduced tax
able income could bring the tax saving, as
suming itemized deductions are taken, from 
less than $1,500 to as high a.s $5,000 per year. 
This amount represents nearly one-sixth of 
the after-tax income available to the couple 
filing a. joint return. Simllar calculations 
would offer startling, but less dramatic, evi
dence indicating how expensive marital ties 
can be under the Federal income tax, even at 
low or moderate income levels. 
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TABLE I.- EFFECTS OF MARITAL STATUS ON TAX LIABILITY, FAMILY OF 2 PARENTS AND 2 DEPENDENT CHILDREN, SELECTED INCOMES 

[Tax liability in dollars! 

AGI $5,000 AGI $10,000 AGI $20,000 AGI $40,000 

Itemized Standard Itemized Standard Itemized Standard Itemized 
Type of return and income and family split LIA deductions 1 deduction deductions 1 deduction deductions 1 deduction deductions 1 

98 79 925 785 3, 010 2, 586 9,920 8, 270 
0 78 2 672 756 2, 520 2, 367 7, 390 6, 800 

62 207 2 702 800 2, 625 2, 518 7, 725 7, 202 
98 1 253 29 490 219 2, 530 1, 470 

I ltemi_z~d deductions as_ a proportion of AGI assumed to be equal to the average for the AGI 
class on JOint retu_r~s filed 1n 1970. Compute~,trom U:S. Department of the Trea~u ry, "Statistics of 
I nco me, 1970, I nd1v1duall nco me Tax Returns (Washmgton : U.S. Government Pnnting Office, 1972) 

2 Low income allowance used on each of 2 $5,000 AGI returns. 

TAX POLICY AND FAMILY STABILrrY 

It is difficult to believe that the pecuniary 
incentives for dissolving marriages that are 
currently offered under the individual in
come tax are of no influence on people 's de
cisions in this area. And the infiuence ex
erted can hardly be conducive to improved 
family stability. I leave it to those better 
qualified than I to attempt to gauge the 
effect. Having attempted to spell out the 
dimensions and sources of the tax pressure 
on marriage, I will venture some suggestions 
as to how that pressure might be reduced 
or eliminated. It may tempt some, as a 
means of enhancing family stability, to go 
further in the direction of favoring marriage 
through the tax system. I reject this for two 
reasons. The first is that if married couples 
enjoy tax concessions these concessions will 
appear inequitable to widows and widowers 
and the "wronged" parties to divorces, none 
of whom chooses to be unmarried. And if the 
special tax treatment is extended to such 
people holding the line against only some 
single people seems neither equitable nor 
politically viable. My second reason is that 
legally identifiable and recognized marriage 
may or may not involve interpersonal rela
tionships that are substantially different 
from those that may obtain in the absence 
of legal or religious sanction. Men of the 
cloth may preach, and any of us may moral
ize, but surely the tax code is not the ap
propriate vehicle for rewarding virtue or 
punishing sin. Rather, it seems to me that 
the tax system should incorporate a com
pletely neutral stance in this regard. 

With respect to the rate structure under 
the income tax, neutrality requires that in
come be taxed to the individual who earns 
it or to whom it accrues. Each individual in 
receipt of income would be a unit for taxa
tion, including each of the two marriage 
partners. If one spouse had less than some 
minimal income he or she could be given 
dependency status. Putting aside problems 
relating to property income, this approach 
would ensure that entry into or the dis
solution of marriage would leave tax liabil
ity unaffected. 

Property ·present difficulties because of 
community property rules in eight state .. 
and because property may readily be di
vided between husband and wife and tax 
liabilities thereby reduced in the absence of 
joint returns and income-splitting. It was 
the first of these considerations that led the 
Congress to introduce income-splitting in 
1948. But the results would have been far 
preferable if, instead, the Congress had pro
vided that state laws with regard to com
munity property were not to be permitted 
to govern in allocation of income for pur
poses of the Federal income tax. It is this 
move that I urge at this time. 

The distribution of property among fam
lly members now provides a means of re
ducing income tax liabllities. My proposal 
would simply add the spouse to the potential 
beneficiaries and would not pose a new set of 
problems. Whether or not the suggested 
change should be contelnpl81ted, there 1s 
much to be said for either a gift tax with 
a much more substantial bite than that im-

posed under present law, of the inclusion of 
major gifts in the income of the donee. 

I would not be concerned about the allo
cation of exemptions for dependent children 
between parents as taxable entities. As I sug
gested at length elsewhere,3 the present form 
of the exemption would be better abandoned 
in favor of an income-conditioned children's 
allowance patterned along lines not very dif
ferent from the Family Allowance Plan that 
was passed in the House but failed to gain 
approval in the Senate last year. 

The problems presented by the cost of 
household services and child care deduction 
are readily solved. If the deduction is war
ranted for a couple with income of up to 
$18,000 it should also be warranted at higher 
levels of income. Thus all that is required is 
that the provision under which the deduc
tible amount is reduced as income exceeds 
$18,000 be dropped. 

If my first proposal, re-establishing the in
dividual as the taxable unit, should be 
adopted neither the capital loss offset of not 
more than $1,000 against other income nor 
the LIA or standard deduction would con
tinue to present problems. Difficulties arise 
now because the amount of these deductions 
available is made to turn on whether two 
people are or are not married. Under the 
suggestions offered here each income receip
ient would constitute a taxable entity ir
respective of his or her marital status. Thus 
neither marriage nor dissolution of marriage 
would affect allowable deductions for capital 
losses, optional standard deduction, or LIA. 
Much the same can be said for the medical 
expense deduction. 

I suspect that the present income tax, de
spite its obvious shortcomings, is not a major 
infiuence on family stability. But it does 
seem to me both inequitable and potentially 
disruptive of an Institution that has served 
our society well (for the most part), to con
tinue in the tax law those features that per
mit tax liability to turn in some appreciable 
measure on one's marital status. It distresses 
me to think that A may never marry X on 
advice of their tax accountant. 

MARYLAND INSTITUTE FOR 
EMERGENCY MEDICINE 

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, the August 
issue of "Contemporary Surgery" fea
tured an article on Maryland's statewide 
effort in the emergency medicine area. 

The State has established a Maryland 
Institute for Emergency Medicine which 
has been given the mandate by the Gov
ernor to move statewide. I have been in 
close contact with Dr. R. Adams Cowley, 
the Director of the Maryland center and 
worked with the State in securing a grant 
to develop its communication network. It 
18 estimated that a statewide system in 
Maryland, when operational, will cut 
the accidental death rate in our State 

s "The Federal Income Tax and the Poor", 
California Law Review, April, 1969. 

in half. Because of the interest in emer
gency medicine, I ask unanimous consent 
that this article be printed in the RECORD. 
I believe it illustrates the need and im
portance for the enactment of the emer
gency medicine legislation which I feel 
confident the President will sign. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
STATEWIDE TRAUMA CARE: MARYLAND INSTI

TUTE FOR EMERGENCY MEDICINE 

The Maryland Institute for Emergency 
Medicine is now designated the "systems con
trol center" of a new statewide program-a 
program that will radically affect every hos
pital emergency room in the state. Based at 
the University of Maryland in Baltimore, the 
institute is unique in having a statewide net
work of radio communications and inter
hospital collaboration centered upon it, 
unique In its agressive treatment of patients 
by teams of doctors and other personnel who 
are forewarned and waiting when the pa
tients arrive by helicopter or ambulance, and 
unique in the fast processing of laboratory 
data. 

The program's multidisciplinary approach 
combines these life-saving measures with 
hour-by-hour basic researcp into many as
spects of trauma and its treatment. This in
cludes the investigation of shock as a meta
bolic disease process at the cellular level. 
Dr. R Adams Cowley, director of the center, 
also heads the state's new Division of Emer
gency Medical Services. 

The origins of the institute (formerly 
called the Center for the Study of Trauma) 
go back to 1956, when Dr. Cowley, a heart 
surgeon, became interested in studying 
shock. At that time, he recalls, "the main 
problem was getting the patient off the pump 
with the right amount of blood." This was 
done, rather cumbersomely, by weighing the 
patient before and after surgery, making al
lowances for preweighed tubes and other 
paraphernalia. To apply Dr. Bill Esmond's 
suggestion that measurement of pressures in 
the right atrium would provide a good index, 
Dr. Cowley started trying to develop an an
imal model for shock. The first thing he dis
covered was that he couldn't match the find
ings reported in the literature. "Nobody had 
experiments that could be duplicated, yet 
everybody was talking about therapy." 

Study of 1,000 shocked dogs convinced Dr. 
Cowley of two things. First, predictions of 
what physiologic sequences would cause 
death or permit life could not be made in
telligently unless xnathematicians, biochem
ists, and other specialists were directly in
volved. Second, species differences are so 
great that if the results were to be thera
peutically useful, the kind of data he was 
collecting from dogs had to come from hu
xnans. 

But shock 1s a "pause in the act of death " 
and when a human being is in shock, the 
task at hand is to keep him from dying. 

Lifesaving measures cannot be interrupted 
for research; you can't stick data-collecting 
devices into the patient unless you are there
by aiding his survival. In 1959, when Dr. 
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Cowley first asked the Army to finance shock 
research on people, the Army was leery of 
human experimentation with prolonged in
sertion of catheters in the heart, arteries, or 
veins because of the risk of clotting or in
fection. 

From 1960 to 1964, Dr. Cowley's two-bed 
{later four-bed) shock trauma unit deve
loped a data bank showing that physiologic 
variables gave very little indication of who 
would live and who would die. "That proved 
we were handling those factors pretty well," 
Dr. Cowley says. "It was the enzyme, carbo
hydrate, and protein studies that told us 
what was bad." Patients who did not survive 
were autopsied to see what organs were most 
damaged by shock and whether a charac
teristic injury could be discovered. "Every
body (including ourselves) was talking about 
the lung, but lo and behold it was the liver. 
Once that little chemical factory goes, you've 
had it, no matter what your physiologic test 
show." 

By 1964, Dr. Cowley recalls, work at his 
unit bad demonstrated that one can collect 
complex data without interfering with treat
ment. From 1964 on, the research tech
niques-including intensive physiological, 
biochemical, and clinical monitoring-in
creasingly became part of the routine treat
ment of patients admitted to the unit. "To 
do these kinds of studies, we bad to develop 
expert techniques of patient care that in any 
other environment would be risky." 

By now, the institute bas grown a long 
way beyond the original two beds. It occupies 
a separate five-story building with its own 
admitting area distinct from the university 
hospital's emergency room; two new operat
ing rooms right next to the admitting area 
{last year, before these were opened, 15 
patients died on the way to the hospital OR); 
a 24-bour clillJicallaboratory serving only the 
patients in the institute; a 12-bed intensive 
care unit; 14 additional beds for somewhat 
less intensive monitoring; and a large hyper
baric chamber. About 80 pbysicans, nurses, 
and other personnel are on the staff, which 
serves some 1,000 patients annually. Accord
ing to plan, the building will expand eventu
ally to eight stories, with the heliport on 
its own roof rather than on that of the 
nearby hospital garage. Patients are now 
transported to the admitting area by fire de
partment ambulance, and during this five
minute ride the patient is undressed and ex
amined neurologically. 

HELICOPTER PROGRAM 

Accidents are the number one cause of 
death in the U.S. in persons under age 37 
and the third leading cause of death in the 
whole population, ranking right behind 
cancer and heart disease. seventy per cent 
of accidental deaths occur in rural areas, 
where good emergency medical services are 
often least available. In the cities, only one 
auto accident injury in 70 results in death; 
in rural areas the ratio is one in 20. The 
Maryland program uses helicopters to bring 
in far-away patients who will die unless 
treated promptly. 

Out on the highway, the helicopter pilots 
try to control external hemorrhage and 
establish a clear airway, but other than that 
they concentrate on getting the patient to 
definitive care as fast as possible rather than 
using their other paramedical skills. One 
additional thing they sometimes should do, 
suggests Dr. William am, clinical director 
of the institute, is to inSert a fiutter valve 
when there are signs of pneumothorax. "It 
can do no harm even 1f the patient does 
not have pneumothorax," he says. 

Four fast, light Bell Jet Ranger state police 
helicopters (seven, it is hoped, by next 
year) spend about 10% of their time in the 
emergency medical services program, which 
gets absolute priority over such other ta.sks 
a.s chasing criminals, controlling traffic, and 
looking for marijuana fields . The pilots have 

had 81 hours of standard first aid training 
plus a two-week course at the institute 
where they learn by observation what types 
of patients should be brought there. They 
return to work at the institute one week each 
year and take additional upgrading courses 
as well. 

About 60 % of the patients the pilots bring 
in come directly from a highway crash. Most 
of the others are interhospital transfers in
cluding some nontrauma patients with severe 
postoperative peritonitis or septicemia. "Any 
doctor in the stat e can phone in if he's in 
trouble, and we'll take the patient, usually 
without any question," s::1.ys Dr. Gill. "Only 
about 4% or 5% come here who probably 
shouldn't." 

With the increasing effectiveness of the 
helicopter program over the last few years, 
patients in worse and worse condition are 
being brought in, yet the institute's survival 
rate ha.s risen from 46 % to 80 %. Even pa
tients declared dead by a physician at the 
roadside have been brought in and saved. 
"Our mortality rate includes the DOAs," 
says Dr. Gill. "We have got to find out why 
they arrive dead. It is ludicrous not to count 
those who die in the first hour or the first 
four hours." Without the streamlined orga
nization and pre-existing plan involving 
multidisciplinary tearns of surgeons, the sur
vival rate would undoubtedly be much lower. 
Most emergency roorns, lacking facilities 
and staff, could not hope for such a survival 
rate with a comparable patient group. 

ADMITTING AREA 

Within minutes after a patient's arrival in 
the admitting area, there will be as many as 
six intravenous lines connected; blood gas 
and other laboratory data will be coming 
back from the lab via teleprinter and inter
com; and surgeons may be working simulta
neously on the patient's brain, abdomen, and 
fractures. X-rays are taken on the spot; 
equipment is set up and ready in adavnce. 
Doctors, nurses, and lab personnel are on 
hand around the clock. Nurses needn't chase 
around for special surgical equipment, be
cause it's all right there, neatly wrapped 
and classified. Fast-moving, aggressive treat
ment is done almost by rote, and the resem
blance to activity in an average emergency 
room is minimal. 
LAPAROTOMY IS PERFORMED ON ALL PATIENTS 

WITH POSITIVE TAPS OBTAINED BY ABDOMINAL 
LAVAGE 

"We treat before we diagnose," says Dr. 
Gill. "If you waste time the old-fashioned 
way, listening to the patient's abdomen, he's 
dead." Sometimes a patients' abdomen will 
be opened without asepies in the admitting 
area so that the surgeon can squeeze the ab
dominal aort a with his hand as a start at 
getting the blood pressure up above zero. 

The Maryland group believes that tradi
tional abdominal inspection and palpation 
are virtually useless in multiple trauma. 
Chest injuries are likely to make the abdomi
nal muscles tight, and the presence of drugs 
or alcohol may result in a misleading eval
uation. Nor does the institute rely on the 
ordinary needle-and-syringe method-or 
even the four-quadrant tap-for checking 
the abdomen. Instead, abdominal lavage is 
performed; a purse-string suture is used on 
the incision to prevent blood from getting 
into the liter of sterile solution that is pour
ed in through the abdomen. This solution 
fills the entire peritoneal cavity and then 
drips out by gravity. If the solution is pink 
when it comes out, there is trouble inside. 

"This test is very accurate-almost too ac
curate," says Dr. Gill. "It will pick up even 
two or three drops of blood from small torn 
vessels within the peritoneal cavity. The 
question is, when the solution is very, very 
pale pink, what do you do? We think you 
should do a laparotomy on all patients with 
positive taps. Even in patients with very pale 

pink taps one third have significant injuries 
inSide. We believe getting that one at the 
start outweighs the two negative laparoto
mies." 

Dr. Gill cites a study of 100 consecutive au
topsies of patients who died of trauma. It 
showed that 18 of the deaths were due to 
simple abdominal injuries that bad not 
been diagnosed. "For the one third who need 
it (laparotomy], each day you wait the mor
bidity and morality will rise. In emergency 
problerns like these, the risks of missing 
something far outweigh the very small risk 
of exploratory laparot omy. You have to ac
cept the concept of the negative laparotomy 
as 'the final diagnostic test'; when you look 
and see, you miss nothing. We do not regard 
negative exploration as a fault but actually 
as part of treatment." 

MANAGEMENT 

"In over-all shock management we rarely 
resort to pharmacologic agents such as vasa
pressors or alpha and beta blockers," says 
Dr. Gill. "We agree with Dr. Max Weil and 
his group in Los Angeles that everything 
still revolves around adequate ventilation 
and adequate volume replacement. The vast 
majority of patients with shock caused by 
blood loss or septicemia need a volume ex
pander and will respond." The unit does use 
such cardiac stimulators as digoxin. 

With spinal cord injuries, however, the 
body's ability to dilate and compress blood 
vessels may be thrown off. "Sometimes we 
can get adequate pressure merely by tipping 
the table, or vasopressors may be indicated 
even though they are contraindicated in al
most every other type of shock," says Dr. 
Gill. 

Uncross-matched 0 positive blood is used 
freely-about 250 units a week for an aver
age of about 20 patients. Packed cells are 
used, with plasmanate to make up the vol
ume. Platelets and fresh plasma are given 
routinely, in correlation with the amount of 
blood transfused. Blood temperature is 
watched closely. "You get irreversible shock 
unless you pay close attention," Dr. Gill com
ments. "Most blood warmers are not suitable 
for emergency use. The long coil makes it 
hard to get blood in fast enough." Although 
adequate techniques for warming blood are 
still not available, a special effort is made to 
do so early. Crystalloid solutions are avoided 
because of the risk of overloading lung cells 
with fluid. 

"We feel that arteriography has only a 
small part to play in the critical emergency 
admission," says Dr. Gill. "Some writers re
port in the literature that it is the best way 
to diagnose spleen injuries; we think that's 
nonsense." 

Routine carotid arteriography, on the 
other hand, is an important part of the in
stitute's approach to head injuries. Accord
ing to Drs. James Dunn and Ron Paul, 
neurosurgical members of the Maryland 
team, the institute has reversed the mor
tality in head injuries-and not by con
ventional means. The institute's aggressive 
approach includes prompt bilateral carotid. 
arteriography for almost all patients with 
suspected head injury. Continued monitor
ing of intracranial pressures via a cathete~ 
inside the brain is used extensively in severe 
head injuries, both open and closed. In the 
latter, the catheter is inserted through a hole 
drllled in the skull. ' 

Trauma patients with uninjured lungs run 
a high risk of succumbing to respiratory fail
ure even if they survive the original fn
juries. At the institute, however, Dr. Gill 
says "we find we have hardly anything you 
could call shock lung." He attributes this 
to an aggressive preventive approach: Nearly 
all incoming patients are placed on respira
tors, with continuous positive and expira
tory pressure ventilation. This technique, 
which never allows the lung to relax com
pletely, was introduced by Dr. Thomas. 
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Crawford McAslan, professor of anesthesi
ology and associate clinical director of the 
institute. Dr. McAslan noted that the 
lesions seen in shock lung resemble those 
of the postperfusion lung syndrome, which 
he had prevented by the same method-years 
ago, before he came to the trauma unit-
while performing open heart surgery with 
Dr. Cowley. 

With fractures, too, the institute's ap
proach is aggressive. "We aim as much as 
possible a,.t definitive surgery and internal 
fixs.tion rather than treatment of fractures 
with traction or splints," says Dr. T . H. Mor
gan, orthopedic surgeon. The :r.Iaryland 
group considers fracture treatment part of 
the basic multisurgica.l teamwork because, if 
it is not done ·as soon as possible after the 
injury is sustained, the risk of infection be
comes greater. The institute's approach 
makes the patient much more easily mov
able, and it avoids interfering with the 
treatment of other injuries. 

DATA COLLECTION 

Once a patient's condition has be<.n stabi
lized he is moved from the first floor of the 
insitute, which contains the admit ting area 
and the operating rooms, to the 12-bed in
tensive care unit (see photograph, page 35) 
on the top floor. There, treatment is guided 
by an innovative :;ystem cf beds1de monitor
ing and automatic centralized data record
ing that is designed to serve the needs of 
research as well as therapy. An acute clinical 
laboratory, operating 24 hours a day, every 
day of the week, provides blood chemistries 
and other laboratory studies every six hours 
(more frequently when necessary) for criti
caJly ill patients. 

The automatic data collection system 
monitors cardiac output, central venous pres
sure, heart rate (analog-computed from the 
electrocardiogram signals) , and tempera
ture (via a rectal thermistor probe) , as well 
as respiratory gases and pulmonary function. 
Almost all patients have tracheostomies or 
endotracheal tubes. Breath by breath, air 
samples are drawn to the nursing station 
and are elevated at the center of the 12-bed 
unit. These samples are then automatically 
put through a mass spectrometer, which 
rapidly ionizes the gases and sorts the ions 
magnetically. A Wang desk calculator cor
relates the signals from the 0 2 and C02 
channels of the spectrometer with airway 
pressure and with ultrasonic air flow meas
urements to provide a complete respiratory 
picture. 

This relatively inexpensive minicomputer 
is now being programmed to provide for all 
patients an hourly printout (or a minute-by
minute printout for any individual patient) 
that includes temperature, heart rate, sys
tolic and mean blood pressure, frequency of 
respiration, tidal volume, minute ventila
tion, pulmonary compliance, and airway 
resistance. It also provides airway pressure 
at the end of expiration, alveolar pCO. and 
p02 , fractional concentration of inspired oxy
gen, rate of oxygen consumption, respiratory 
exchange ratio, calories consumed (based on 
oxygen consumption and respiratory quo
tient ) , cardiac output, and expired C02 
tension. 

Dr. Stephen Z. Turney, the institute's 
expert in respiratory physiology and life 
support systems, emphasizes the economy 
and practicality of the system. The $7,000 
Wang calculator is relatively inexpensive. It 
can store 1,000 sets of instructions, control 
the $14,000 mass spectrometer, read an 
analog-to-digital converter, and edit out 
spurious or noisy signals. "People with a 
vested interest in a medical school's big 
computer haven't helped much except to 
make things more complicated and more ex
pensive," Dr. Turney comments. 

A second, off-line, Wang calculator h~~os 
access to the same memory as does its on
line, real-time cousin. The second calculator 

facilitates the correlation of each patient's 
laboratory studies ("anything you can put a 
number to," as Dr. Turney puts it) with the 
data monitored automatically. 

MULTISYSTEM ANALYSIS 

In severe trauma, Dr. Cowley says, "it's time 
for physicians to get out of the art of medi
cine and into the science of medicine." And 
one of the institute's current projects is 
"putting a number" to as many aspects of 
the post-traumatic process as possible. This 
"quantification of injury" goes far beyond 
the clinical judgment of anatomic damage to 
various parts of the body. For every tissue, 
except those in the brain, biochemical pa
rameters are being developed that will serve 
as an index to the extent of cell death and 
cell injury. The goal is to study the efficacy 
of treatment more objectively with the aid 
of a single multisystem analysis of relative 
total-body failure. Data from the institute's 
trauma registry, directed by Dr. David Wil
son, are being fed into the computers of the 
statewide lllinois trauma service (developed 
by Dr. David Boyd, formerly of the Mary
land institute staff) and into the computers 
maintained by the Army at the Aberdeen 
and Edgewater biological research installa
tions in Maryland. 

The institute's methods of mapping the 
fast-moving metabolic changes that follow 
injury are based on the pioneering work of 
Dr. Francis Moore in Boston and draw heav
ily from current hormonal studies in many 
institutions. "But what makes this place 
unique," says Dr. William Long of the Mary
land group, " is that our patients are basi
cally preselected. We're looking at a much 
more severely injured group of patients than 
Dr. Moore studied, with far greater circu
latory changes and hormonal disturbances." 
The breakdown of fat and protein for energy 
purposes is massive. "We see catabolism 
like hardly anyone else in the country sees," 
says Dr. Howard Champion. Dialysis is being 
started earlier and earlier in an attempt to 
improve survival rates. 

Almost every patient at the institute re
ceives parenteral hyperalimentation. "This 
has been neglected for a long time," says Dr. 
Alistair Conn. "It's becoming clear that 
trauma patients need it to keep from wast
ing away." But with the standard solutions 
currently used for hyperalimentation in this 
country, a patient's daily 'requirement of 
8,000 or 9,000 calories (together with up to 
200 or 300 units of insulin to maintain blood 
glucose levels) creates osmolality difficulties 
and other complications. The renal failure 
that is produced by protein breakdown makes 
the fluid requirements of hyperalimentation 
much more important for the institute's 
patients than they are for routine postsurgi
cal patients. 

Clinicians at the institute hope to sur
mount these problems by using fat ~mul
sions and fat solutions in addition to pro
teins and carbohydrates, thus raising the 
number of calories per unit of volume. This 
approach has worked well in Europe, but it is 
still legally restricted in the U.S. Dr. Philip 
Gold and other researchers at the institute 
hope to put hyperalimentation on a less in
tuitive basis by means of radioactive tracer 
studies of the metabolism of glucose, lactate, 
fatty acids, and amino acids. 

"Dr. McAslan's treatment is preventing 
shock lung;• says Dr. Champion, "but shock 
liver is still a wide open field." Shock liver is 
usually accompanied by renal failure, and in 
multiple trauma patients it is usually fatal. 
Up to now the pathologist's picture of shock 
liver has been clearer than the clinician's or 
the biochemist's, but researchers are hoping 
that data from the institute's unique prese
lected patient population will help close this 
gap. For one thing, Dr. Edgar Neptune, re
search director, is interested in determining 
whether pharmacologic control of cyclic 
AMP ca.n improve the patient's status. "We 

hope to define the natural history and course 
of shock liver by the end' of this swnmer,'' 
says Dr. Long. 

At the cellular level, one focus of research 
at the institute is the attempt to under
stand changes in energy metabolism, espe
cially what happens to ATP production by 
the mitochondria. Patients who die of se
vere trauma and shock or of systematic infec
tion have shown an impaired ability to pro
duce ATP, while patients who die of pure 
central nervous system injury still have 
intact mitochondria as far as the produc
tion of ATP is concerned. These findings are 
supported by results of electron microscopy 
and time-of-death mitochondrial activity 
study of tissues obtained in the institute's 
innovative "instant autopsy" program; 
Unive.rsity of Maryland pathologists, under 
the drrection of Dr. Benjamin F . Trump, re
move tissues from 19 sites within a few 
minutes after heart death. 

Not surprisingly, kidney tissue shows the 
most mitochondrial failure at the time o! 
death, with the liver second. Little failure is 
seen in the heart. (Brain mitochondria are 
difficult to isolate). Is mitochondrial failure 
the critical parameter in cell necrosis? And 
what mechanism causes the damage? The 
institute's biochemical team, which is 
headed by Dr. Neptune, is seeking answers 
to these questions. 

Unlike those who had thought that mito
chondria are very susceptible to anoxia, Dr. 
Joel Gargus believes that in a proper ionic 
environment and substrate, liver, kidney, 
an~ heart mitochondria are comparatively 
resiStant to anoxia. "It would take relat ively 
profound shock for a long time to produce 
these changes,' · he says, "or else other mech
anisms are at work." His hypothesis: The 
fall in ATP production is due to damage to 
the membranes of the cells, not vice versa. 
Membrane damage may be caused by the 
elaboration of free fatty acids and break
down products of phospholipids. Autopsy 
tissues are being analyzed for these sub
stances, and researchers are attempting to 
develop a model of the process in the rat. 

PREVENTING INFECTIONS 

Severely injured patients are highly vul
nerable to infection. Like many cancer pa
tients, their resistance seems to be almost 
negligible. Dr. Roger Miller, the institute's 
infectious disease specialist, hypothesizes 
that in damaged polymorphonuclear leuko
cytes, phagocytosis probably continues, but 
that the ingested infectious organism can 
survive and reproduce, protected from anti
biotics by the white cell itself. 

Dr. Miller is now virtually able to predict 
infections before they appear. He has modi
fied the nitro blue tetrazolium (NBT) test 
of white cells from peripheral blood samples 
and gets a positive reaction from 12 to 14 
hours before systemic infection becomes 
clinically apparent. The test is based on the 
percentage of cells in which the stain is 
reduced to a blue-black precipitate. Nor
mally, fewer than 10% of the cells will show 
this precipitate. "If you see 15% or 20 %, you 
know something's wrong," says Dr. Miller. 
He regards the test as an index of membrane
damaged cells. 

The test has also predicted recovery from 
infection. "I didn't believe it myself,'' Dr. 
Miller says of one severely infected girl 
whose NBT test suddenly dropped from 37% 
to normal. But ten hours later her tempera
ture was normal and her blood cultures were 
negative. 

"Any village idiot can do it,'' Dr. Miller 
comments on the NBT te6t, which registers 
systemic infections but not localized ab
scesses or wound infections. Splenectomy 
produces a transient false-negative, perhaps 
because one of the functions of the spleen is 
to remove damaged cells from the blood
streapl. Steroids interfere with the intra-
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cellular biochemical mechanism that causes 
the precipitation and therefore gives false
negatives. Dr. Miller hopes that the test will 
be useful in patients who have undergone 
extensive surgery as well as in those who 
are in shock due to trauma. 

Dr. Vladimir Vitek, a biochemist at the in
stitute, has discovered an alteration of car
bohydrate metabolism after severe trauma 
that is reflected in urinary excretion of sug
ars not normally found in urine. He has 
identified a high level of isomaltose, not pre
viously observed in human urine at all, as 
an "integral part of the systemic response to 
severe trauma." Institute researchers are 
looking at the carbohydrate composition of 
cell membranes to see if damage to them 
may be partly responsible for this phenome-
non. 

Summing up, Dr. Cowley says: "We !eel 
we've gone about as far as we can gq with 
what we know now. For the next big push 
somebody's got to find out why generalized 
cell sickness results from local injury." He 
speculates that five years from now, trauma 
research such as that being done at the in
stitute will have advanced to the point that 
use of enzyme replacements, or substances 
that act on substrates until the enzymes are 
replenished, can save the lives of those who 

now succumb to such metabolic effects of 
trauma as liver shock. 

EXPANDING EFFORT 

Meanwhile, the inStitute is overwhelmed 
by the number of patients who need the 
kind of care that only a specialized trauma 
center can provide. Satellite centers such as 
the Baltimore City Hospital's burn unit and 
the Johns Hopkins pediatric trauma center 
are already included in the helicopter pro
gram, and more than 700 infants have been 
flown to the primary newborn and preemie 
nursery program set up by Drs. Herman 
Reisenberg and Ron Gutberlet at Baltimore 
City Hospitals and the University of Mary
land Hospital. But the statewide plan to be 
set up under Governor Mandel's executive 
order goes far beyond that. 

Most accident victims in Maryland are still 
being transported by ambulances to the 
nearest hospital with an emergency room, 
regardless of its facilities and staff. Under 
the new program, which Dr. Cowley has been 
commissioned to implement, the state will 
be divided into five regions, each with its 
own regional emergency medical center, and 
all emergency and intensive care facilities 
w111 be categorized according to the kind of 
care they are equipped to give. Ambulances 
and helicopters will be in radio contact with 
the emergency rooms and regional centers, 
and leased telephone lines will connect all 
the emergency rooms in a region to each 
other and to the regional centers. These 
centers will be set up in existing major hos
pitals to coordinate all emergency care with
in the areas they serve. At the system's con
trol center in the Maryland Institute for 
Emergency Medicine, electronic display pan
els will indicate bed and physician availabil
ity and current emergency room status 
throughout the state. 

There wm also be extensive traumatology 
education programs for physicians, nurses, 
and emergency medical technicians in all the 
five regions in an effort to achieve inter
hospital collaboration without duplication 
of facilities. "We're going to have doctors 
everywhere talking to each other," says Dr. 
Cowley. "And we're going to knock the socks 
off the death rate in this state." 

THE ADMINISTRATION AND ITS 
LOSING BATTLE AGAINST IN
FLATION 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 

August reports on consumer prices 
showed an extraordinary acceleration of 

inflation, with a 1-month increase in
overall prices of about 2 percent, and a 1-
month increase in food prices of 6 per
cent. 

The August report brings the overall 
rate of inflation for 1973 to over 10 per
cent, and the food inflation rate to about 
32 percent. 

Unfortunately, at the same time prices 
have been rising, the volume of the ad
ministration's rhetoric to minimize pub
lic understanding of the seriousness of 
these inflation rates h&S also been 
mounting. 

I am extremely concerned about such 
rhetoric because it distorts our percep
tion of the problems and dissipates our 
energy in meeting them. The Consumer 
Economics Subcommittee held 2 days of 
hearings this week on the meaning and 
implications of the August price statistics 
and the record on inflation for the year. 

The hearings were held on September 
25 and 26. Testimony was heard from 
Gary Seevers, member, Council of Eco
nomic Advisers; Arthur Okun, senior fel
low, the Brookings Institution; Howard 
W. Hjort, consulting food economist, 
Washington, D.C.; and F. Thomas Juster, 
Institute for Social Research, University 
of Michigan_ 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the statements of Arthur Okun 
and Howard Hjort be printed in full in 
the REcoRD at the conclusion of my re
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, today, 

I would like to take a few minutes of 
the Senate's time to report some of the 
facts presented to our subcommittee. I 
regret to say that the evidence shows 
that the current inflation is the worst in 
the peacetime history of the United 
States, and that the main thrust of the 
President's energies in coping with this 
inflation are misdirected. 

A UNIQUE INFLATION IN 1973 

I do not believe the President, his eco
nomic advisers, or many others for that 
matter, realize that the inflation we are 
experiencing in 1973 is of historical mag
nitude and of somewhat unique origin. 
We can see that it is of historical mag
nitude by comparing it with some pre
vious periods, using various measures of 
inflation. 

The postwar average-1946 to 1972-
price increase in the GNP deflator was 
3 percent; so far this year it has risen 
at an annual rate of 6.6 percent. 

The postwar average increase for the 
consumer price index was about 3 per
cent; so far this year consumer prices 
have risen at an annual rate of about 10 
percent. 

The postwar average for the wholesale 
price index has been about 3 percent; so 
far this year wholesale prices have in
creased at a 20-percent annual rate. 

I say that the origin of the infiation in 
1973 is unique because, although it may 
have some of its origins 1n excessive Gov
ernment deficit spending in 1972 and pre
vious years, it is today primarily due to 
supply shortages in the areas of food, 
fuel, and raw materials. Shortages in the 

area of food, for example, account for 
slightly over 60 percent of the entire rise 
in the consumer price index in the first 
8 months of 1973. 

In addition, the inflation in 1973 is 
uniquely a worldwide phenomenon. To 
the extent that one can say there is any 
excess demand in the American economy 
today, it is an excess in international 
demand that is a result of prosperous 
economic times in many other countries 
of the world. 

Taken together, both the nature and 
magnitude of the current inflation pose 
extremely difficult problems for economic 
policy. It is an especially poor time to 
pose old ideological positions as solu
tions to these difficult new problems. It 
is also a poor time to cloud the issues 
with rhetoric. This is what the admin
istration has done with respect to budget 
policy, the seriousness of the food situa
tion, and in acknowledging the difficult 
times consumers presently face. 

THE BUDGET AND INFLATION 

In his statement to Congress on Sep
tember 10, the President said: 

No issue is of greater concern to the Amer
ican public than rising consumer prices ... 
[and) we can reach our goal only if we 
also apply the single most important weapon 
in our arsenal: "control of the Federal 
budget". Every dollar we cut from the Fed
eral deficit is anothe.r blow against higher 
prices. 

Yet the President's concern about high 
levels of Federal spending is not sup
ported by a review of any of the statis
tics on the Federal budget. The latest 
Department of Commerce information 
on the Federal deficit, as measured on 
a national income accounts basis, indi
cates that for the second quarter of this 
year, the Federal budget is in approxi
mate balance. Looking at the fiscal 1974 
budget that projects Government spend
ing patterns into the future, and measur
ing the deficit in the full employment 
terms that this administration popular
ized, we see that there is in fact a full 
employment surplus of more than 3 bil
lion. In other words, there is no statis
tical evidence to support the President's 
contention that the current inflation is 
the result of excess Government spend
ing. 

Nor is the President's position sup
ported by the consensus of economic 
opinion in the Nation. As Dr. Arthur 
Okun told the subcommittee just yes
terday: 

The inflation directly attributable to the 
spurt in aggregate demand is minor . . . by 
any reasonable standard of past perform
ance or of present knowledge o! the arts, 
fiscal and monetary policy has not been the 
major problem in 1973. The budget has 
moved dramatically away from stimulus and 
toward restraint, producing a balance in the 
second quarter. 

Dr. Paul Samuelson, writing in News
week magazine on September 24, argues 
in fact that the growth of government 
has lagged behind the private sector. Dr. 
Samuelson says: 

The real goods and services consumed by 
government--by a.11 levels of government-
are lower than they were five years ago when 
inflation began! Not only has the publlc 
share o! GNP dropped in percentage terms, 
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tts money magnitude has not even kept up 
with the rising prices of public goods and 
services. Since mid-1971, real public spend
ing has been growing at but half the rate of 
total real GNP: 3.1 percent for government, 
6.2 percent for all. 

THE POSSIBILITY OF A RECESSION IN 1974 

In fact, rather than being concerned 
about an overly stimulative Federal 
budget at this time, we should be care
ful not to cut the budget below present 
levels. The level of $268 billion for the 
fiscal 1974 budget, as established by the 
Senate, and which is slightly below the 
level proposed by the President, is about 
right. Now is the time to debate and 
alter priorities, and to develop their 
anti-inflationary tools; we should not be 
wasting our time with discussions about 
cutting the budget further. 

Dr. Okun made this point very clearly 
in his testimony yesterday. He said: 

In my Judgment, the job of restraint has 
not been overdone thus far. But I must em
phasize the groWing danger that intensify
ing or maintaining the present level of re
straint for much longer would create a seri
ous risk of recession in 1974. 

Such a recession would do little to curb in
flation, probably even less than did the re
cession of 1969-70. I would argue that fiscal 
restraint be maintained as prescribed in the 
budget, while monetary restraint should be 
reduced promptly but gradually. 

I am pleased to see that this morning's 
Washington Post covered our hearings 
and highlighted the risks of recession in 
1974. Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent that this morning's Washington 
Post story be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
0KUN PREDICTS A RECESSION UNLESS UNITED 

STATES LOOSENS REINS 

(By Peter M111us) 
The Joint Economic Committee of Con

gress was told yesterday there is probably 
going to be a recession unless the govern
ment soon starts to loosen its tight clamps 
on the economy. 

The prediction was made by economist 
Arthur M. Okun, who was chairman of the 
Council of Economic Advisers in the John
son administration, and now is at the Brook
ings Institution here. 

The government's purpose in clamping 
down on the economy has been to combat 
inflation. The White House has tried to 
slow federal spending, and the semi-inde
pendent Federal Reserve Board has tightened 
up on the money supply. 

Okun made two points about this yester
day. One was that much of the -present in
:flation was caused by things other than fed
eral spending; the issue has been blown up 
out of proportion. "Neither tax hikes nor 
spending cuts nor slower monetary growth 
could conceivably have altered the basic pic
ture of food price explosion or of interna
tional pressures" on U.S. prices this year, he 
said. 

His second point was that the present poll-

cies now have done all they can, and that it 
is time to start slowly letting up, particularly 
on the money supply. 

"The job of halting the boom has been 
done," he said. "The amount of braking ac
tion necessary to stop a boom becomes exces
sive once the boom halts." 

It would be a. mistake, Okun told the com
mittee, to keep the brakes on for the "many 
months" it will now take for inflation to 
recede. 

"Surely if the brakes were held on at their 
present position until prices slow down, a 
recession would become inevitable." Okun 
testified. "The economy is starting to say 
'Uncle,' and the policymakers should be 
listening." 

Okun's testimony came on the second day 
of food price hearings before the Subcom
mittee on Consumer Economics headed by 
Sen. Hubert H. Humphrey (D.-Minn.). The 
first day's witness was Gary L. Seevers, a. 
member of the Council of Economic Advisers. 
A key issue both days was how far the price 
rises of the last eight months have eaten 
into the average American's standard of liv
ing. 

Seevers said Tuesday that, "despite wide
spread feelings to the contrary," the "level 
of living of the average American family 
was ... significantly higher than a. year 
earlier," and "the improvement was substan
tially better than the average annual im
provement in the past 10 years." He based 
that assertion on figures showing that real 
disposable income per capita rose 5 per cent 
between the second quarter of 1972 and the 
second quarter of this year. 

Okun, however, produced statistics show
ing a. decline in the purchasing power of the 
average workingman's hourly wages since the 
first of this year. 

"Whereas in previous inflations pensioners 
and fixed-income recipients were the only 
obvious losers, this time the vast majority 
of the urban and suburban population ot 
America is getting the short end of the 
stick," he said. 

Still another statistic, reflecting real in
come per household instead of per capita, 
was offered yesterday by F. Thomas Juster 
of the University of Michigan. 

In the last several years, he said, this 
number has risen at an annual rate of only 
1.4 per cent, and in the second quarter of 
this year it fell at an annual rate of 3 
per cent. 

THE CONSUMER CRUNCH 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
impact of inflation on consumers has 
been very serious this year. I know that 
because I go home and talk to the people 
in my State, the older people, the small 
businessman who runs a gas station, the 
average working family, and many 
others. In fact, the impact of inflation 
on consumers has been so serious that it 
could well precipitate the recession in 
1974 that I just discussed. 

So the first step the Nixon adminis
tration must take to improve its eco
nomic policies is to recognize that at the 
present time the consumer is not well off. 
As Dr. Okun said yesterday, the admin
istration could improve its credibility if 
it abandoned its attitude that there is 

nothing more important than convincing 
the people that they never had it so good. 

Unfortunately, this is what the admin
istration's spokesmen have been doing 
in recent days. On Tuesday Dr. Seevers 
told the subcommittee that: 

It is easy to fall into a debate about the ill 
effects of the recent lnfia.tion and to ignore 
the economic expansion that has enabled in
comes to rise faster than inflation ... The 
level of living for the average American 
family was not only slgnifican tly higher than 
earlier, despite widespread feelings to the 
contrary, but the improvement was substan
tially better than the average annual im
provement in the past 10 years. 

But while these statistics are tech
nically correct, they do not tell us what 
has happened to consumer income in 
1973. By looking at the last year, Dr. 
Seevers has cleverly used the real income 
gains in 1972-which was a pretty good 
economic year-to offset the disastrous 
impact of inflation on real incomes in 
1973. 

Dr. Seevers is also very clever to meas
ure real income in aggregate terms, 
rather than per capita terms, or per 
family terms, or per lower moderate in
come family terms, because this allows 
the administration to gloss over the fact 

. that on a per capita or per family basis 
real income has declined in 1973. 

Dr. Thomas Juster of the University 
of Michigan presented the subcommit
tee with accurate information on how 
the 1973 inflation has affected the real 
per capita or per family income of Amer
ican consumers. Dr. Juster pointed out 
that there is no good reason to look at 
real income in the aggregate, since con
sumers quite naturally tend to view in
flation and their income on a per capita 
or per family basis. He argued further 
that the per family basis is the best way 
to study the impact of inflation on con
sumers because that is the way consum
ers view inflation. I ask unarumous con
sent that table 2 of Dr. Juster's testi
mony be made a part of the record so 
that my colleagues can see, on a quarter 
by quarter basis, what has happened to 
the real disposable income of consumers 
from 1965 until the most recent quarter 
of 1973. 

Looking at 1973, it is clear that by any 
measure consumers are not better off. 
For the second quarter of 1973, aggre
gate disposable income only increases 
by 0.6 or 0.4, real disposable income per 
capita is about zero and real disposable 
income per family declines by 3 percent. 
It is not hard to see from this data why 
consumers believe they are worse off. 
And I think this information shows that 
consumers have a better understanding 
of the impact of inflation on their budg
ets than the Government economists 
working for President Nixon. 

Without objection the table follows: 

TABLE 2.-SELECTED GROWTH RATES OF INCOME, QUARTERLY CHANGES AT ANNUAL RATES, 1965-73 

Disposable 
Disposable Dis_posable 

Disposable 
Disposable Disposable 

Disposable Disposable income, rncome, Disposable Disposable income, income, 
income, income, income, 1958 deflated income, income, income. 1958 deflated 
current 1958 deflated prices b~o~~~h~rJ current 1958 deflated prices by CPI, per 

prices prices by CPI per head prices prices by CPI per head household 

1965: 1966: 2 _____________ 7. 7 5.5 5.1 4.4 3.6 
!_ ____________ 6.8 3.3 2.9 2.3 1.5 3 _____________ 13.9 13.1 12.5 11.7 11.0 2 _____________ 4.9 1.1 1.2 0 -.1 4 _____________ 

9.0 7.9 7.0 6.6 5.5 3 _____________ 7.8 5. 7 4. 4 4.5 3.1 4 _____________ 7. 5 4.2 4.2 3.0 2.9 
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TABLE 2.-SELECTED GROWTH RATES OF INCOME, QUARTERLY CHANGES AT ANNUAL RATES, 1965-73-Continued 

Disposable Disposable 
Disposable 

Disposable Disposable 
Disposable Disposable Disposable income, income, Disposable Disposable income, income, 

income, income, income, 1958 deflated income, income, income, 1958 deflated 
current 1958 deflated prices by CPI, per current 1958 deflated prices b~o~~~h~fJ prices prices by CPI per head household prices prices by CPI per head 

1967: 1970: 
!_ ____________ 5.9 4.0 4. 5 3.1 3.2 l _____________ 7. 4 2. 3 1.0 1.3 -0.4 
2 _____________ 5.9 4.2 3. 7 3.3 1.0 2 _____________ 12.4 8. 9 6. 5 7. 8 4. 5 
3 _____________ 6.9 3. 3 2.8 2.1 -.1 3 _____________ 7. 8 4. 3 3.4 3. 2 1.3 
4 _____________ 6. 7 3. 5 3.3 2.4 .6 4 _____________ 2. 7 -3.1 -2.8 -4.3 -5.0 

1968: 1971: 
l __ ___________ 10.8 6. 9 5. 9 6. 1 3. 2 !_ _______ _____ 11.4 7. 7 7. 9 6. 7 5. 6 
2 _____________ 9.3 5. 3 5.3 4.4 3.1 2 _____________ 9.1 5. 0 5. 1 4. 0 2. 7 
3 _____________ 4. 7 1.6 -.1 . 5 -2.3 3 _____________ 4. 3 1.3 . 4 . 3 -2.0 
4 _____________ 6. 9 2. 8 1.8 1.7 -.4 4 _____________ 4. 5 3. 2 2. 0 2. 2 -.5 

1969: 1972: 
l _______ ____ __ 4. 6 1.0 -.4 . 1 -2.4 !_ ____________ 6. 5 3.4 2. 9 2. 7 1.0 
2 _______ ______ 8. 6 3. 6 2. 2 2. 6 . 6 2 ____ _____ ____ 6. 5 4.2 3. 9 3.4 .4 
3 _____________ 11.2 5. 7 5. 5 4. 6 4. 1 3 _____________ 7. 9 5.4 4.3 4. 6 1.5 
4------ ------- 8. 0 3.0 2. 2 1.8 . 8 4 _____________ 13.9 10.9 9. 9 10.0 6. g 

1973: 1 _____________ 11.8 5. 9 5.0 5. 2 2.0 2 _____________ 8. 5 . 6 .4 -.1 -3. 0 

sources: Statistical Abstract of the United States, various current issues of the Survey of Current Business and Business Conditions Digest. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, be
cause inflation has so seriously eroded 
consumer income, consumers are now 
extremely pessimistic about future eco
nomic conditions and the ability of 
Government to sensibly manage the 
economy. In November of 1972, for ex
ample, survey data showed that 54 per
cent of the American consumers ex
pected favorable economic conditions 
during the 12 months ahead, and only 17 
percent expected unfavorable conditions. 
By August, however, after 7 months of 
the worst peacetime inflation in the his
tory of this country, consumers have 
completely reversed their attitudes with 
only 26 percent believing that economic 
conditions in the next 12 months will be 
better, while 48 percent now believe that 
conditions will be worse. These sharply 
pessimistic attitudes could cause con
sumers to stop buying and investing, and 
this in turn would lead to the recession in 
1974 that I mentioned above. 

THE FOOD OUTLOOK 

We have also had a great deal of 
rhetoric from administration spokesmen 
about the food problem. All this year, 
Secretary Butz has been: either telling 
consumers that food prices really are not 
going to increase very much, or after 
they do increase blaming the consumers 
for the price increase. The whole food 
situation is a lot more complex than Sec
retary Butz' self -serving comments would 
indicate. Yesterday we had some excep
tionally fine testimony from Mr. How
ard Hjort, a consulting food economist 
here in Washington, and I recommend 
that my colleagues take a look at that 
testimony, which I have asked to be in
serted in the RECORD. As Dr. Hjort points 
out, although we are going to have good 
harvest next year, the food situation this 
year is extremely precarious. The har
vests are still in the fields and a great 
many things could go wrong between 
now and when we finally have them on 
the grocery shelves. Let me just mention 
a few: 

First. There is a serious fertilizer short
age that could reduce our crop produc-
tion; 

Second. There is a propane shortage 
that could reduce crop production be
cause we need that propane for drying 
certain crops; 

Third. There still are serious trans
portation problems in the agriculture 

area, both in terms of rail transportation, 
and port transportation; and 

Fourth. Finally, and most important, 
we may well have overcommitted some 
of our crops for export this year. 

Unfortunately, the Secretary of Agri
culture insists in sloganizing about the 
merits of the free economy, which I hap
pen to think are significant, instead of 
setting up an adequate intelligence sys
tem, and a contingency plan for allocat
ing food exports. Wheat exports this year 
could well be 1.4 billion, an export de
mand that is extremely large, and if any
thing goes wrong in the agricultural area, 
either here at home or abroad, we could 
have a serious economic crisis. 

Dr. Hjort also pointed out that the out
look for food prices is not rosy. Despite 
Dr. Dunlop's statement yesterday that 
beef prices are going to fall, I again alert 
my colleagues to my belief that we are 
going to see high food prices for the long
run, not the short-run. And I remain 
concerned that, while the prices for farm 
products have declined, so that choice 
steers are now selling for $38, we still 
have not seEm any of those price declines 
reflected in retail food prices. 
DEVELOPING A NEW ANTI-INFLATION PROGRAM 

As I have indicated, I do not believe 
that the President's overemphasis on 
cutting the budget is the way to halt the 
current inflation. Nor do I think sermon
izing the consumer about how well off he 
is, is appropriate. What is appropriate is 
the development of a new, better bal
anced, anti-inflation strategy. Working 
with yesterday's witnesses before my 
Consumer Economic Subcommittee, we 
develaped the following elements of such 
a new strategy: 

First. Tax reform to lighten the bur
den of taxation on the average worker; 

Second. A national food plan for the 
balance of the decade consisting of: a 
good intelligence system for estimating 
world-wide supply and demand for food, 
a contingency plan to implement export 
allocations for food found to be in tight 
supply, and the development of new op
tions for farm policy to insure that we 
significantly increase food supply; 

Third. A national energy plan that 
provides for short-term allocation of 
scarce fuel, and long-term policies to con
serve energy, as well as to develop new 
sources of energy; 

Fourth. The development of manpow
er programs that will help us to reduce 
unemployment without causing excess 
stimulus to the economy; 

Fifth. The development of a long
range price-wage policy apparatus that 
would focus on correcting structural 
problems in the economy, and provides 
us with the information we need to pre
vent this lurching from freezes, phases, 
and so on; 

Sixth. The maintenance of a Federal 
budget policy in approximate balance at 
the present time, with a reordering of 
priorities from the defense sector, as well 
as outmoded civilian programs, to higher 
priority needs; and 

Seventh. A prompt but gradual easing 
of the credit squeeze policies that pres
ently exist. 

These are some of the alternative anti
inflation strategies I believe the Congress 
should pursue. I think rather than en
gaging in the bombastic rhetoric the ad
ministration has initiated, I hope the 
Congress will tum to the serious, difficult 
issues associated with developing these 
badly needed policies. I believe that the 
economy is the No. 1 issue on the minds 
of citizens in this country, and that they 
will judge the performance of the Con
gress primarily on this issue. 

EXHmiT 1 
STATEMENT BY ARTHUR M. OKUN 

SUMMARY 

1. The inflationary upsurge of 1973 has 
stemmed from several sources. A veritable 
explosion of food prices has been the largest 
single source. A number of subordinate fac
tors also played a significant role-including 
the excessive pace of economic advance late 
1I:J. 1972 and early in 1973, the mismanage
ment of price controls, and the impact of 
world markets on nonfood commodities as
sociated with the devaluation of the dollar 
and strong growth abroad. 

2. The only one of these factors that could 
be controlled by federal fiscal and monetary 
policies 1s the excessive pace of overall eco
nomic advance in the United States. In fact, 
monetary and budget policy have acted to 
end the boom. That job has been done and. 
by reasonable standards of economic policy
making, it has been done fairly well. 

3. In my judgment, the job of restraint 
has not been overdone thus far. But I must 
emphasize the growing danger that intensi
fying or even maintaining the present level 
of restraint for much longer would create a. 
serious risk of recession in 1974. Such a re-
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cession would do little to curb inflation, 
probably even less than did the recession of 
1969-70. I would urge that fiscal restraint 
be maintained as prescribed in the budget, 
while monetary restraint should be reduced 
promptly but gradually. 

4. The misfortunes and mistakes of the 
past year make excessive inflation inevitable 
for many months ahead. Vigor in Phase IV 
can help; export allocations for key farm 
products would provide some insurance in 
the critical food area.. But our present disease 
has no instant cure. Recognizing that, we 
should focus on longer-run therapy and on 
preventive medicine. 

THE SOURCES OF THE 1973 INFLATION 

On the basis of returns for eight months, 
it is clear that 1973 will surpass the inflation 
rate of any year since 1951. So far in 1973, 
consumer prices have soared at a. 9 percent 
annual rate, a startling and abrupt jump of 
6 points from the 3 percent pace experienced 
a year ago. That performance averages two 
quite different stories: 1) A broadly diffused 
and troublesome but unspectacular accele
ration in the prices of most groups of non
food commodities and services, and 2) A 
catastrophic explosion in food prices. More 
than three-quarters of the acceleration in 
the cost of living this year is attributable to 
the jump in food prices, as can be seen from 
the figures below: 

CONSUMER PRICE INDEX ANNUAL RATE OF 
INCREASE 

(Percent! 

August December 
1971 to 1972 to 
August 

1972 
August 

1973 

Food ____________ ___________ _ 3.8 29.2 
Nonfood __________ - ------- __ _ 2. 6 3. 9 

Commodities __ -------- __ _ 1.9 3.3 
Services ________________ _ 3.4 4.4 

-------------------
Total consumer prices __ _ 2. 9 9.3 

The food price explosion has caused an 
actual decline in the real purchasing power 
of the hourly wage or salary of the average 
American worker since the beginning of the 
year. Whereas, in previous inflations, pen
sioners and fixed-income recipients were the 
only obvious significant losers, this time the 
vast majority of the urban and suburban 
population of America is getting the short 
end of the stick. I should emphasize that 
the stupendous increase in farm prices and 
farm incomes reflects no villainy on the part 
of the American farmer , or even the grain 
trader, nor is it an injustice when viewed 
against the background of relative incomes 
in the farm and nonfarm sectors. But it has 
effected a massive $20 billion (annual rate) 
transfer of real income from nonfarm earn
ers, and their pain is no figment of imagina
tion. 

In the nonfood areas, the significant and 
troublesome acceleration of inflation flows 
from several sources. The economy advanced 
too rapidly in the fourth quarter of 1972 
and the first quarter of 1973, spurred by 
consumer enthusiasm that responded to the 
better employment and inflation news of 
Phase II. The rapid expansion ran into ca
pacity bottlenecks in several key areas where 
prices are quite flexible and hence tended 
to shoot upward, such as paper, some pri
mary metals, and oil refin ing. Strong growth 
in Europe and Japan stimulated the demand 
for our exports and reduced the availability 
of inexpensive imports. The devaluation of 
the dollar added further to the pressures 
of world markets in raising the price of key 
nonfood as well as food commodities. The 
rela.XIation of price controls in symbol and 
substance under Phase III also had inflation
ary effects on industrial prices, particularly 

once businessmen correctly suspected that 
controls would be tightened again and hence 
acted to avoid getting caught with their price 
lists down. 

The role of fiscal and monetary policy 
Most of the forces that caused the major 

inflationary upsurge of 1973 were largely be
yond the scope and domain of fiscal and 
monetary policy. Neither tax hikes nor spend
ing cuts nor slower monetary growth could 
conceivably have altered the basic picture 
of food price explosion or of international 
pressures. No actions that the Treasury, or 
the Federal Reserve, or the Congress could 
have taken in the areas of budgetary or 
monetary control could have prevented 1973 
from setting inflation records. To· be sure, 
with perfect foresight, fiscal and monetary 
actions might conceivably have prevented 
the spurt in overall economic activity that 
marked the fall of 1972 and the Winter of 
1973. 

But neither the policymakers nor their 
present critics are equipped with the perfect 
crystal ball. Moreover, I strongly doubt that 
any tax-spending-credit package could have 
held down the inflation rate that we are 
now observing by as much as 1 percentage 
point. The inflation directly attributable to 
the spurt in aggregate demand is minor; it 
lies well within the tolerance limits of imper
fect foresight in fiscal-monetary policy mak
ing. By any reasonable ::;tandard of past per
formance or of present knowledge of the 
arts, fiscal and monetary policy has not been 
the major problem in 1973. The budget has 
moved dramatically away from stimulus and 
toward restraint, producing a balance in the 
second quarter (reflecting a. very substantial 
surplus in the standard calculation of the 
full employment surplus at a 4 percent un
employment rate). 

The Federal Reserve has been absurdly 
maligned both as the engine of inflation and 
as the launcher of astronomical interest 
rates. Over the entire past two years, the 
money supply has grown at 6 .1 percent (an
nual rate). On historical relations of GNP 
to money growth, such a. rate of monetary 
expansion would be associated with an ex
pansion of GNP in current dollars of 8 or, at 
most, 9 percent; in fact, that GNP growth 
rate has been close to 11 percent, revealing 
that liquidity has not been the driving force 
behind the economic upswing. To be sure, the 
money supply has fluctuated around 6.1 per
cent growth path, but never has it been 
above a hypothetical smooth trend line by 
as much as $2 billion. Not a single shred of 
evidence exists to suggest that the path of 
economic activity would have been changed 
in any noticeable way--for better or for 
worse--had the expansion of the money sup
ply been absolutely smooth and steady in 
every moment of the past two years. 

When it became clear early this spring that 
the economy was spurting, a significant fiscal 
restrictive action-realistically a tax in
crease--would have been desirable to curb 
the boom without relying on tight credit. No 
such action was recommended by the Presi
dent or initiated by the Congress. Since the 
fiscal restraint was providing only a small 
part of the necessary total restraint to curb 
the boom, monetary restraint was applied 
with vigor. And so the unwelcome side ef
fects of tight money-soaring interest rates 
and tailspinning home construction-are 
again on the scene. 

But so is the welcome slowdown that tight 
money was intended to produce. The pros
pective further decline in homebuilding is 
vital anti-boom insurance, as most econ
omists view the outlook for the year ahead. 
All the economic indicators and all the eco
nomic forecasters suggest that the 1972-73 
boom is now history. But the inflation is not 
history. Even the part due to domestic de
mand pressures will take many months to re
spond to the economic slowdown. 

The job of halting the boom has been 
done; I do not believe that, so far, it has 
been overdone. For the first half of 1974, the 
outlook points to a slow growth of produc
tion, significantly below the normal trend 
rate of 4 percent. Despite its adverse conse
quences, and high costs to all Americans, a. 
low growth rate of 2 to 3 percent in the 
first half of 1974 must be regarded as appro
priate under present circumstances to help 
break our bottlenecks and catch our breath. 
But a. recession would be intolerable, com
pounding the social costs of economic insta
b111ty and offering no significant additional 
relief from inflation. 

Putting the economy through the wringer 
would not squeeze out food inflation or help 
prevent cost-push wage inflation. The co
operation of labor has produced moderate 
wage behavior in the face of immoderate 
price behavior this year; adding layoffs and 
jobs insecurity to the cost -of-living squeeze 
would not be the way to preserve that spirit 
of cooperation in 1974. In short, a recession 
in 1974 would probably have an even higher 
cost and an even smaller payoff than the 
1969-70 recession fiasco. 

Let me repeat that a. recession in 1974 
is not the likely outcome on the basis of 
anything that has happened thus far . But if 
the present level of monetary-fiscal restraint 
were to be maintained for much longer, re
cession would become probable. Surely if 
the brakes were held on at their present 
position until prices slow down, a recession 
would become inevitable. The amount of 
braking action necessary to stop a boom be
comes excessive once the boom halts. The 
economy is starting to say "Uncle," and the 
policymakers should be listening. 

Against this background, the proper basic 
strategy for fiscal-monetary policies today is 
reasonably clear: 

1. This is no time for a tax increase or 
any measure of additional fiscal or monetary 
restraint. 

2. Neither is it the time to relax and stimu
lat e the economy. 

3. It is the time to begin tapering off the 
amount of restraint. 

4. Since most of the rest:ra.int has been 
applied by monetary policy, that is the place 
to start tapering it off with a. prompt but 
very gradual easing of credit conditions and 
reduction of interest rates. 

5. Meanwhile, fiscal policy should be main
tained at the level of restraint prescribed in 
the Administration's budget. Of course, 
sound fiscal policy does not require Congress 
to accept the President's preferences on pri
orities within the budget nor to tolerate 
the practice of executive impoundment. 

OTHER MEASURES TO COMBAT INFLATION 

The need to accept a slowdown and to 
avoid a recession is the most important ad
vice I can offer. But anti-inflationary poli
cies have many other important dimensions. 

In the nonfood area, Phase IV looks like 
a workable program to reduce inflation; but 
it is too soon to say whether or not it is 
working. Effective enforcement and imple
mentation of the rules should bring particu
lar relief in those industries where whole
sale prices outp.aced costs during the relaxed 
Phase III period. 

In the food area, the forthcoming harvests 
will tell the basic story for the year ahead. 
I see some grounds for optimism, but far 
greater grounds for uncertainty and even 
anxiety. The one constructive measure that 
could provide insurance against continued 
food inflation would be the setting of export 
ceilings for key farm products, designed to 
moderate (not to reverse) the growth of for
eign sales, and to distribute the products 
equitably to countries that have tradition
ally depended on the United States as a 
supplier. 

In the area of wages, we should be search
ing for measures that might help to extend 
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the period of labor tranquility and coopera
tion that has prevailed to date. As one pos
sibtlity, I would suggest a tax reform that 
lightened the burden of taxation on the 
average worker, while balancing the revenues 
with a reduction of existing tax preferences 
on property incomes. 

These are not panaceas by any means. The 
hard truth is that no instant cures exist for 
our present disease. We are bound to suffer 
from an undesirably high inflation rate and 
an unhappily low growth rate in the months 
ahead. The way back to a noninflationary 
growth track can not be paved with ad hoc 
responses to crisis. It requires a broader view 
over a longer time horizon. We need a na
tional food plan for the balance of the decade 
to prevent a repetition of the cataclysmic 
failure of intelligence in 1973, and to explore 
new options for farm policy. We need a na
tional energy plan that offers clear prospect 
of meeting our needs at reasonable prices 
over the years ahead. We need to explore the 
constructive role that price-wage policy can 
play in the long run-and to end the illu
sion that the government will abandon any 
and all concern about private wage and price 
decisions. We need to prepare manpower pro
grams that wlll capitalize on the opportuni
ties to train and upgrade workers when the 
economy picks up again. 

Unless we design long-term therapy for 
our fundamental problems, we will continue 
to grope from phase to phase, from crisis 
to crisis, from disappointment to distress. 
And it has become apparent that the na
tion's best hope for such leadership lies in 
the Congress. 

STATEMENT BY HOWARD W. HJORT 

You have invited me to respond to four 
questions that relate to food prices. I will 
respond briefly to each question in the order 
they were given. 

Is the current budget deficit in any way 
related to the current food inflation? 

A number of federal programs have an 
impact on food prices, some more direct than 
others. There is, therefore, a relationship be
tween the budget deficit and food prices. 

About 16 mlllion acres of cropland is with
held from production this year under the 
1973 wheat and feed grain programs. The 
Secretary of Agriculture initially announced 
wheat and feed grain programs designed to 
capture a much larger acreage, and later, 
after it was too late to avoid making large 
payments, the programs were curtailed. If 
those programs had been set-aside instead 
of the land some of the 16 million acres would 
be in production this year, more grain would 
have been produced, farm and food prices 
would be lower, and the budget deficit would 
not be as large. 

Food grain shipments under foreign food 
assistance programs were reduced last year 
and are likely to be cut even further this 
year. The food grants component of the pro
gram was suspended several weeks ago. With 
food grain prices far higher than were antici
pated when the budget was prepared, funds 
wlll have to be increased or the quantity pro
vided reduced. A smaller quantity shipped 
to the developing countries reduces the de
mand !or food grains, which takes some of 
the pressure off food grain prices. An increase 
in expenditures, and the deficit, wtll keep 
the pressure on grain prices. But to reduce 
food grain shipments just when they are 
needed more than ever by the poorest coun
tries and people of the world is not in our 
or their best interests. 

Federal expenditures for domestic food pro
grams-food stamp, direct food distribution, 
school lunch, special milk, and the others
have a direct impact on food prices. An in
crease in federal expenditures adds to the 
deficit and to the demand for food. But be
cause food prices have risen so rapidly, it 
requires an increase in funds just to main-

tain year earlier consumption levels. In any 
event, the impact on food prices would be 
small, because the aggregate expenditures for 
food is so much larger than federal expendi
tures. 

Grain owned by the government is being 
sold, and that reduces the budget deficit and 
the upward pressure on grain prices. But it 
also means we have no reserves held by the 
government. 

There are other fedP-ral programs that have 
an impact on food prices, but they are not 
likely to be the causes of the current food 
inflation. 

What are the other causes of the current 
food inflation? 

The major causes of the current food infla
tion are the weather, the consumer, and the 
policies of governments. 

The weather was so bad in so many places 
from the fall of 1971 to the spring of 1973 
that world grain production for 1972-73 
dropped for the first time in modern history. 
Grain production fell so far below require
ments that grain trade moved up to record 
highs that strained the capacity of the de
livery system, and stocks were drawn down 
sharply. Even so, high prices and actual 
shortages in some areas brought about a 
decrease in food grain consumption for the 
developing countries as a whole. Potential 
oilseed production also was reduced in most 
countries where grain crops were poor, and 
an already tight high protein supply situa
tion turned into a near impossible one when 
it no longer was possible for Peru to continue 
fishing for anchovies, and protein meal prices 
skyrocketed. 

The consumer has been responsible for 
some of the sharp swings in farm and food 
prices. Early in the year they continued to 
stay with earlier buying patterns, and the 
strength in demand kept pushing food prices 
higher. Then came the boycott meat effort, 
which was followed by near panic buying 
when they became convinced that either 
prices were going to move sharply higher 
or supplies of meat would be seriously short. 
That spurt of buying helped send prices 
skyward, and they reached a level that turned 
the consumer off. The crash in livestock and 
livestock product prices since mid-August 
is in part the result of consumers standing 
aside. waiting for what they believe are better 
prices. 

Farm and food prices have moved higher 
and have been more volatile than necessary 
due to actions and policy positions taken 
by the Administration. Grain prices are high
er today than they would have been 1f the 
Administration had released all the acreage 
for production this year, instead of deciding 
to restrict acreage. The decision to impose 
cetlings on meat prices, and the later one to 
freeze all food prices while at the same time 
failing to take any action to hold grain 
and other feed prices in check put the 
squeeze on food producers profits and caused 
livestock producers to put expansion plans on 
the shelf. The consequence is higher prices 
this fall and winter than was in prospect. 
The release of food prices from the freeze, 
again in the absence of any action to hold 
raw agricultural product prices in chek, was 
partially the reason for the sharp upward 
burst in food prices noted from July to Au
gust. Action to curb exports of soybeans and 
soybean meal was taken only after it became 
obvious that the supply had been oversold, 
and that was too late to keep prices from 
rising to very high levels and too late to 
prevent unnecessary foreign policy compli
cations. 

High food prices have an impact on people 
everywhere. In this country meat consump
tion drops, and in the developing countries 
food grain consumption drops. But the real 
burden of a decision to give priority to dollars 
over people falls most heavily upon the poor, 
both here and there. High prices improve the 
balance of payments, but they also lead to 
cuts in food aid and market expansion. 

What can be done about high food prices 
at this time, particularly in the light of 
world-wide supply and demand? 

World grain production appears to be 
headed for a new record this year. Produc
tion should be large enough to meet minimal 
requirements with only a modest further re
duction in grain stocks. But due to the tim
ing of harvests, and the location of the 
major increases in grain production, grain 
stocks in the United States are likely to be 
drawn down significantly again this year. 
Wheat stocks are expected to be pulled down 
to absolute minimal levels, unless more 
wheat is used as a food grain, and less as a 
feed grain than now seems likely. 

To supply minimal consumption require
ments wheat prices are expected to face 
greater upward price pressure than rice, rice 
prices are expected to be stronger than feed 
grain prices, and feed grain prices stronger 
than oilseed prices. 

The developed countries appear to be in a 
more comfortable supply position than the 
developing countries. In the latter rice pro
duction is expected to improve significantly 
over last year, but is not expected to be ap
preciably above the 1971-72 level. 

At this time the odds favor another re
duction in world grain stocks. Food grain 
stocks are expected to be drawn down even 
further, to rock bottom levels. Any appre
ciable stock build-up wtll have to walt untll 
the 1974-75 crop and marketing year. In this 
situation, even a relatively modest deviation 
from the expected can move prices sharply 
higher or lower. Unfavorable weather con
ditions for the 1974-75 crop could send 
grain prices even higher than they have 
reached this year; favorable weather could 
send them far below today's levels. 

Given this precarious situation a. rellable 
early warning system needs to be in opera
tion, that wtll let us know when supplies are 
moving down to the critical point and there 
needs to be an allocation plan based upon 
need that is ready on a stand-by basis to be 
implemented before instead of after the fact. 
The present policy of letting price be the ra
tioner leads to a situation where those who 
have the intelligence systems and the finan
cial resources are able to capture more of a 
short supply commodity than those less 
equipped. 

What is the current outlook for food prices 
tor 1973? 

The rise in farm and food prices from July 
to August was almost beyond belief-in 30 
days farm prices jumped 20 percent, while 
wholesale food prices climbed 9 percent and 
retail prices rose 6 percent. By early August 
food prices to the consumer were 20 percent 
higher than they were a. year earlier, a rise in 
one year as large as the advance over the 
previous four years. Wholesale food prices this 
August were 30 percent higher than in Au
gust 1972, and farm prices were up more than 
60 percent. 

Since mid-August hog, cattle, broiler and 
egg prices have plunged. Cattle and hogs 
moving to markets this week bring 30-35 
percent less than in mid-August. Cattle 
prices have moved back to December 197Z 
levels. Livestock feeds have become less ex
pensive in recent weeks but they again are 
high relative to current hog, cattle, and 
broiler prices. The price of wheat, our major 
food grain, continues to hold around the 
mid-August level. 

The key to food price movements rests 
at the moment with the consumer. When 
the price of meat, chicken and eggs at the 
retail level comes back down to the level 1n 
line with current farm and wholesale markets 
will she move back to the higher consump
tion level of a few months ago, or will she 
stay at the current reduced level. 

There are two possible patterns for food 
prices to follow over the balance of the 1973 
year and into 1974. One 1s for prices to 
gradually rise beginning in October or No-
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vember over the next several months, and 
the other is for prices to jump upward during 
the last quarter of 1973 and then again find 
a resistance level, come crashing down, and 
then gradually rise. 

The supply of meat and chicken !or the 
last quarter of 1973 should be well below the 
year earlier amount. Consumers may be con
tent to consume a smaller quantity this year, 
but I expect they wm be attracted by current 
prices and want to consume more. My guess 
is that the September CPI wm be about at 
the August level, that the October CPI wtll 
be below the September, and that the No
vember and December CPI's wm both show 
month-to-month advances that in any year 
other than this one would appear to be large. 
Livestock and livestock product prices have 
to move up, or feed prices down to encourage 
an expansion in broiler and hogs, and even 
to keep the cattle pens full. 

RESPONSE TO THE REPORT OF THE 
PRESIDENT'S ADVISORY PANEL 
ON TIMBER AND THE ENVffiON
MENT 
Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I would 

like to call the attention of my colleagues 
to the Report of the President's Advisory 
Panel on Timber and the Environment' 
which was released to the public this last 
Monday. I address myself to the report 
today because I believe it may be very 
important, though not necessarily in a 
constructive way, to the shaping of fu
ture forest management policy. In short, 
the report may become the convenient 
instrument of those who advocate the 
intensive exploitation of our national 
forests. 

This is not to insinuate that the re
port is totally without worth, many of 
its recommendations are timely and de
serve the thoughtful consideration of the 
President of the United States. In par
ticular, I would cite certain aspects of 
recommendation 17, wherein it is ob
served: 

A better method of more adequate and 
more timely financing of forest management 
programs on all Federal forest lands is 
essential. 

I think this would adequately account 
for the basis of understanding upon 
which the Senate considered and passed 
Senate Joint Resolution 134, to prohibit 
any reduction in the number of Forest 
Service personnel, and why the budgets 
of many of the programs in the Interior 
budget for fiscal year 1974 were in
creased. 

It was an evident contradiction of in
tents that prompted the administration 
to call for an increased timber cut on the 
one hand, and attempt to cut back the 
manpower necessary to adequately plan, 
supervise, and replant timbering opera
tions in our national forests. It still 
amazes me to think that at a time when, 
as never before, we have been made so 
aware of what real treasures we possess 
in our natural resources, we would be 
presented with a budget that proposes 
reductions in budgets of every agency 
charged with their supervision. I would 
add here that the budget has been vastly 
improved from its initial presentation to 
the Congress, although many of us would 
have hoped for even more. 

In spite of the good marks which the 
report might receive in some areas, such 

as adequate financing to execute good 
forest management, its general tone is 
one which alarm the sensibilities of all 
who are concerned with perpetuation of 
a viable national forest system. Its tone 
and theme is "turn our national forests 
into tree farms." Its aim seems to be the 
diminution of the "multiple-use" con
cept. Essentially, the President's Advi
sory Panel recommends that the Forest 
Service identify those areas of our na
tional forests with high commercial tim
ber potential and develop them to the 
extreme. Mind you, I am reading through 
the fine words and rhetoric of the recom
mendations offered in the report, trying 
to filter out those statements which rec
ommend a change in policy rather than 
those which only restate the status quo. 

Let us look for a moment at the Panel's 
first recommendation: 

The President issued a statement or proc
lamation to the Nation, emphasizing the 
unique renewability o! the timber resource, 
and the opportunities to improve substanti
ally the productivity and the value of the 
Nation's forest resources to meet the multiple 
demands now being made and likely to be 
made in the future on these forests; and 
emphasizing that forest resources are to be 
cherished, nurtured, and used. 

A harmless enough suggestion on the 
outside, but what single recommendation 
proposes significant change from the 
course upon which forest management 
policy is already set? Increased produc
tion. And it is that call which echoes 
again and again throughout the report. 
Recommendation 2 states that the Pres
ident should prepare a short-, medium-, 
and long-range timber supply program, 
something which the Forest Service did 
last year. Recommendation 4 advises 
that all land not withdrawn into the 
wilderness system "should be designated 
for commercial timber production and 
other compatible uses and be managed in 
accordance with appropriate national 
policies." A refinement of that recom
mendation appears later in the text 
wherein the Panel says that the Forest 
Service should "redefine its classi..."'lcation 
of forests into commercial and noncom
mercial categories." Furthermore, the 
Panel advises that the Forest Service 
reconsider its timber management pri
orities, in order to concentrate more of 
its efforts, manpower, and funds on in
tensive management of its more produc
tive sites. 

Mr. President, I think I need offer no 
more demonstration as to the Panel's ef
fort to bring about the demise of the mul
tiple-use management concept. Forests 
are to be classified with an either/or 
status. Manpower is to be shifted from 
the multiple attentions demanded by our 
forests to the production of timber, and 
timber only. 

We in Wyoming know and understand 
the values of our natio11al forests far be
yond such a limited scope as advocated 
by the President's Panel. We know that 
the forests are a principal source of our 
abundant wildlife resources; we know 
that our water for the summer is laid 
down upon the mountains in winter, re
tained there to be released at an even 
and plentiful rate throughout our driest 
seasons. We know the enjoyment of the 
crisp fall air among the aspen, and the 

warm forest meadows of a summer's 
afternoon. We know that forests are a 
natural phenomenon, and we appreciate 
natural uncivilized presence, their unique 
contrast to the manmade world. We 
know that forests are for more things 
than' just the lumberman's saw, the tim
ber truck's flatbed, and the sawmill's 
kiln. 

Before I conclude my remarks, I would 
like to make a few short observations 
about the Panel's position on clearcut
ting. Appendix L to the Panel's report, 
authored by Dr. David M. Smith, asserts 
that with the possible exception of "some 
instances in the Wyoming forest," clear
cutting has been a success, producing 
regeneration in each instance. This in
cludes the Bitterroot National Forest in 
western Montana. The author concedes 
that "the wisdom of spending $50 per 
acre to plant stands that will grow only 
250 board feet per acre annually 
on a 100-year rotation is debatable." I 
would venture that if the only criterion 
is whether one can get a tree to grow 
on a particular site, regardless of the cost, 
we could build greenhouses on the slopes 
of the Bridger National Forest, get a 
couple of seedlings growing, and claim 
that regeneration was successful. 

It should also be noted that while Dr. 
Smith has no qualms about clearcutting 
in general, Dr. Earl Stone, writing ap
pendix M on the "Impact of Timber Har
vest on Soils and Water," does caution: 

It is not yet clear whether the thin or
ganic layers found under many northern 
and western conifer forests may generate 
nitrate at a much slower rate after exposure 
than does the hardwood humus at Hubbard 
Brook. In view of the usefulness of clear
cutting in some conifer stands, this question 
calls for research. 
It must be assumed, by the Panel's 

failure to recommend further research 
into the possible environmental effects 
of clearcutting, that it found Dr. Smith's 
research more convenient that that of 
Dr. Stone. 

Gentlemen, I am not afraid of the 
truth about this matter. If clearcutting 
is a justified practice, so be it and let it 
be done. Yet, as a wise sage once said: 
"Before men can speak the truth, they 
must learn to hear it." My fellow col
leagues, I would offer that the truth is 
not to be found in the "Report of the 
President's Advisory Panel on Timber 
and the Environment." 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
morning business? If not, morning busi
ness is closed. 

PAY ADJUSTMENTS FOR FEDERAL 
EMPLOYEES 

The S~nate continued with the con
sideration of the resolution (S. Res. 171 > 
disapproving the alternative plan for 
pay adjustments for Federal employees. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum, and 
I ask unanimous consent that the time 
not be charged against either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection. it is so ordered. 
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The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to call 

the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded . . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I under
stand the pending business is Senate 
Resolution 171. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I wish to 
address myself to the resolution very 
briefly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wyoming is recognized. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, the reso
lution is one of the options under the 
existing law affecting comparability ad
justments for Federal employees. Back 
in 1962 Congress adopted the compara
bility principle for Federal employees, so 
that jobs in the Federal service were to 
be compared by an impartial group with 
comparable jobs in private industry to 
measure any discrepancy, and determine 
what adjustments should be made. Since 
the principle of comparability as public 
policy was enacted into law, we have 
found ourselves at the Federal level play
ing a continuing game of catch-up; that 
is, we determine private industry pay 
rates in the spring and make needed 
adjustments for Federal employees effec
tive 6 months later on October 1. 

In 1970 Congress approved the Com
parability Act to set up a specific formula 
to take the question of the size of the 
Federal pay adjustment out of the hands 
of Congress. The law provides that the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics in March shall 
assemble statistics and subsequently sub
mit to the executive branch its estimate 
of whatever adjustments are required by 
comparability as of the March figures. 

Then, both the Civil Service Commis
sion and the Bureau of the Budget, as 
the President's "agent," advise him on 
what should be done, what the percent
age increase should be, if that were 
needed, whether there should be an in
creas, or, theoretically, if it ever hap
pened in our economy, whether there 
should be a decrease. 

The law provides that the effective 
date in this pay adjustment shall be 
made by the President on October 1. 

Now, the history of the operation of 
this act since its adoption in 1970 reveals 
that on the last three occasions the Pres
ident has delayed or deferred the date 
on which the act itself called for the pay 
adjustment. It was deferred from the 
first of January 1972, for a half year, 
but Congress intervened and restored 
the increase at a lower figure. It was 
deferred in the second instance from 
October 1972 to January 1, 1973. Each 
time, the President had recourse to an 
alternative plan authorized by law; and 
this year the President's alternative was 
to defer until December 1. 

However, Congress can tum around 
his postponement by a simple majority 
vote in either body. That majority vote 
would require the President to make h1s 
recommendation on the scheduled date, 
and that is precisely where we are this 
morning in this situation. 

Mr. President, the point is that the 
President's deferral once again illus
trates a deviation from the comparability 
principle of the act. It would be one thing 
if there were extenuating circumstances 
in not allowing this cost-of-living adjust
ment, if a modest increase were going to 
transfuse the economy into some kind of 
explosive inflation. There is obviously no 
manifest intention by the President to 
negate the increase because of inflation
ary factors. He is going to grant it in De
cember, so why not now, as required by 
law? 

The intent of the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service in reporting this 
resolution of dissent is to restore the 
October 1 effective date provided for by 
law. 

In the private sector again and again 
pay increases have been allowed, and in 
the Government they have allowed the 
6-plus percent pay increase for the 600,-
000 Postal employees. Therefore, in the 
pattern of what the President's own Cost 
of Living Council has allowed, it seems to 
be only equity that this adjustment be 
kept on schedule at this date of October 
1, provided by the law. 

I would hasten to point out that the 
reading by the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
on the pay in the private sector is already 
6 months old. Thus, if we add another 2 
months, we would widen the gap by 8 
months. 

I have been given a letter written by 
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, 
Roy Ash, addressed to the Senator from 
Montana <Mr. MANSFIELD) recommend
ing that the Senate resolution not be 
agreed to. I wish to note the reason he 
gives in his letter-that the difference 
between an October 1 and a December 1 
effective date would be inflationary, aside 
from the fact that all the other pay 
groups have been allowed their inflation..: 
ary jump or 4, 5, 6, and 7 percent in some 
cases. Why single out Federal employees 
and disallow what the law provides? 

But, second, the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget says that Federal em
ployees just received a pay adjustment 
last January 1. Mr. President, let us set 
the record straight. The only reason Fed
eral employees received that pay adjust
ment last January 1 was that the Presi
dent had deferred it from October of last 
year. There have not been two jumps this 
year; the January increase was already 
overdue when it was dragged into ad
justment. The time for this measure is 
now, October 1, beginning next Monday. 

It is for that reason that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
lieves that all equity lies in the simple 
recognition that the President's delay be 
disallowed by the Senate. We do not fix 
the percentage; we do not have any 
business to fix the percentage, except to 
say that comparability must prevail. We 
are out of the pay adjustment business. 
We are seeking simply to establish the 
operation of the law signed by the Pres
ident. 

It is our considered judgment that 
there are no rationalizations that stand 
up to the test. Federal employees areal
ready 6 months behind now and, there
fore, equity calls for a pay adjustment 
to keep up with rising incomes outside 
Government. 

We urge that the adjustment be an
nounced by the President next week. 

Mr. FoNG was recognized. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, will the Senator yield to me for a 
unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. FONG. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

this request has been cleared with the 
minority leadership; it has been cleared 
tentatively with the distinguished mana
ger of the resolution, the chairman of the 
committee <Mr. McGEE), the distin
guished Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE), 
the distinguished Senator from Hawaii 
<Mr. FoNG), the distinguished Senator 
from Utah (Mr. Moss), and the request 
is as follows. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that at no later 
than 10: 15 a.m. today the pending meas
ure be set aside temporarily and the Sen
ate proceed to the consideration of the 
military procurement bill; provided 
further, that at the hour of 12 noon the 
Federal pay adjustment measure be 
again resumed, that the unfinished busi
ness be laid aside temporarily, and that 
the debate on the Federal pay adjust
ment measure then be limited to 20 min
utes, the time to be equally divided be
tween Mr. McGEE and Mr. FoNG or Mr. 
SAXBE, at the close of which 20 minutes 
the Senate proceed to vote on the Fed
eral pay resolution. 

Mr. FONG. Ten minutes on each side? 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Hawaii further yield? 

Mr. FONG. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. If the Chair 

will indulge me, I ask that the time not 
be charged to either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that, if a vote is 
reached on any amendment to the mili
tary procurement bill at any time prior 
to the hour of 11:45 a.m. today, that vote 
be set for the hour of 11 : 45 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 
Senator for yielding. 

PAY ADJUSTMENTS FOR FEDERAL 
EMPLOYEES 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the resolution (8. Res. 171) 
disapproving the alternative plan for 
pay adjustments for Federal employees. 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, the resolu
tion presently before the Senate, Senate 
Resolution 171, which I have cospon
sored with the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service of the Senate, would put 
into effect on October 1 of this year, a 
pay increase for approximately 1.3 mil
lion Federal white-collar employees and 
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approximately 2 million military person
nel. Senate Resolution 171 would accom
plish this by the procedure of disapprov
ing the President's alternative pay plan 
to defer those increases for 2 months, to 
December 1. 

For background, it might be well to 
recall for the Senate some of the history 
of the principle of pay comparability for 
Federal employees, which is the basis for 
this resolution. 

In 1962, the Congress adopted the 
principle of comparability for Federal 
white-collar salaries with their counter
part salaries in private industry. This 
initial law was further refined by the 
Pay Comparability Act of 1970. 

Under the Federal pay comparability 
law, as amended, the salaries of em
ployees under the Federal statutory pay 
system-the white collar jobs-are fixed 
in accordance with the principles that 
first, there be equal pay for substantially 
equal work and second, Federal pay 
rates be comparable with private enter
prise pay rates for the same levels of 
work. 

The procedures for determining com
parability call for the President to ad
just the Federal pay rates annually on 
October 1 of each year. The adjustments 
are based on reports and comments from 
three separate advisory groups to the 
President. These groups are: first, the 
U.S. Civil Service Commission, the Office 
of Management and Budget, and the Bu
reau of Labor Statistics; second, the 
Federal Employees Pay Council, com
posed of Federal employee organization 
representatives; and third, the Presi
dential Advisory Committee on Federal 
Pay, composed of selected private citi
zens. 

Under the law, the President also has 
the option of recommending an alterna
tive pay plan to the Congress by August 
31 of each year, if a national emergency 
exists or if national economic conditions 
dictate a change. The alternative pay 
plan could include an effective date 
other than October 1. 

Either house of Congress would then 
have 30 days of continuous session after 
receiving the President's alternative t:'aY 
plan to disapprove it, in which case the 
original pay plan effective October 1 
would go into effect. 

I must point out that all of these pro
cedures now in law were worked out in 
detail between the respective committees 
of both Houses of Congress, the Civil 
Service Commission, the Office of Man
agement and Budget, and the White 
House. 

It is also important to recall for the 
record that, in 1971 and 1972, the Presi
dent, utilizing authority under the Wage 
Stabilization Act amendments-Public 
Law 92-210-deferred pay increases for 
Federal white-collar employees. Under 
this authority, the pay increase sched
uled by the Comparability Act for Janu
ary 1, 1972, was deferred by the Presi
dent to July 1, 1972. This deferral was 
due to the fact that the President's 
Wage Stabilization Board had not yet set 
national wage guidelines on salaries. 
However, before the deferral took effect 
and after the setting of national wage 
guidelines by the Board, the pay increase 

was reestablished by the Congress to take 
place on January 1, 1972, but at a lower 
rate-5.5 percent as compared with the 
initial 6.6 percent rate. 

The President, under the same Wage 
Stabilization Act authority, postponed a 
second pay increase of 5.14 percent from 
October 1, 1972, to January 1, 1973. Con
gress agreed to this deferral. 

On August 31 this year, the President 
sent to the Congress a third pay deferral 
proposal postponing the October 1, 1973 
pay increase 2 months to December 1, 
1973. 

The President, in his deferral mes
sage, stated: 

At a time when the rising cost of living 
is a major concern to us all, the Federal 
Government and its employees have a special 
obligation to avoid any action that would 
needlessly fan the flames of inflation ... It 
is in this spirit, and with the knowledge that 

•the action I am taking will help to hold 
down the cost of living for all Americans, 
that I now recommend a sixty day deferral 
in the pending pay adjustment for Federal 
employees. 

The President is correct in pointing 
out that we should avoid any action that 
would ''needlessly fan the flames of 
inflation." 

I commend the President for his many 
previous courageous efforts to curb in
flation, particularly during this period 
when in:tlation is a worldwide problem. 
Compared with other major nations, the 
President has been far more successful 
in controlling inflation. Congress has 
sustained the President on most of his 
vetoes of measures he considered in:tla
tionary. I have stood by the President on 
every occasion, save one. 

In this particular instance, however, I 
believe the President has been misad
vised as to the impact of implementing 
the Federal white-collar salary increase 
on October 1, rather than on December 1. 

I want to emphasize at this point that 
the President did not veto Federal white
collar salary increases. He simply de
ferred them for 2 months. This resolution 
is not one to override the President's 
veto. It is only one to set the effective 
date of increase on October 1, 1973, or 
2 months later on December 1, 1973. 

Again, I want to emphasize here that 
the President is in favor of a salary in
crease. He understands the need and 
justification for these increases, but 
would put them into effect on Decem
ber 1 of this year rather than 2 months 
earlier. We are all in agreement that 
these increases must go into effect. 

In asking that these salary increases 
go into effect on October 1 this year, as 
originally set by law, I would like to give 
the following reasons: 

One, Federal salaries are already lag
ging behind private industry by at least 
6 months. The Bureau of Labor Statistics 
survey of private industry salaries was 
made in March this year for adjust
ments in Federal salaries this October. 
In many instances, increases in private 
industry salary rates had been made 
many months before the BLS March sur
vey. 

We are advised by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics and the Civil Service Commis
sion that it takes from 3 to 6 months to 
process the raw survey figures into us-

able data from which valid comparisons 
with Federal salaries can be made. 

Therefore, Federal salaries right now 
are lagging 6 months or more behind the 
salaries for comparable positions in pri
vate industry. Federal salaries are fol
lowing, not leading, private industry 
salaries. If we are to observe the prin
ciple of comparability, it is essential that 
Federal salaries be brought up to indus
try levels as soon as possible. 

Two, approximately 1.3 million Federal 
civilian employees and 2 million military 
personnel will receive pay increases un
der the comparability principle law. 

There are some 85 million people in 
our national work force. The percentage 
of Federal employees and military per
sonnel who would receive a pay increase 
on October 1, if this resolution passes, 
comprises only 4 percent of our national 
work force--a very small percentage by 
comparison. 

I am not persuaded that a 2-month 
deferral of a 4.7-percent pay increase
which I presume would be the percentage 
increase-for 4 percent of our national 
work force would have any appreciable 
effect on holding the line on in:tlation. 

Three, the cost of permitting a 4.7-
percent pay increase to go into effect on 
October 1, rather than December 1, is 
estimated at $357 million. 

In comparison to the total Federal 
spending budget for fiscal year 1974-
estimated at $268.7 billion-$357 million 
is a miniscule amount. The impact on the 
Federal budget of the 2-month cost of 
the pay increase is diminished even fur
ther when one realizes that approximate
ly one-third of the $357 million will be 
returned to the Federal Government in 
taxes paid by these employees. 

Four, these Federal employees have 
already experienced one delay since the 
enactment of the 1970 pay comparability 
law. I believe it would be inequitable to 
delay their October pay increase to 
December 1. 

Five, wage-board employees of the 
Federal Government have received their 
pay incrc.ases on a timely basis. 

Generally, Federal employees are paid 
under either of two pay systems: 

First. Statutory-salaried or white 
collar and 

Second. Wage board or blue collar. 
The white-collar employees are paid 

on a national wage schedule, while blue
collar employees are paid wages based 
on the prevailing wages in their local 
private industry. 

Blue-collar pay increases vary in 
amounts and effective dates throughout 
the country, depending on the area in 
which the employee works. However, 
their pay increases this year and in 1973 
have not been deferred, but have been 
allowed to go into effect on schedule. 

I believe there are approximately 
600,000 wagl. board employees. Their pay 
increases were not deferred in 1972. Nor 
have they been deferred this year. 

To allow the blue-collax: pay increases 
to become effective as scheduled and 
then defer the increases for white-collar 
pay is grossly discriminatory. The in
creases for Federal white-collar pay 
should be permitted to go into effect as 
scheduled by law. This would be treating 
all Federal employees alike. 
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Six, private industry wage settlements 
this year resulting from collective bar
gaining have been in the order of 5 or 
6 percent. The 600,000 Federal postal 
workers received a 6.8 percent pay in
crease this year, retroactive to July 26-
a !)ay increase approved by the Presi
dent's Cost of Living Council. 

So we see, Mr. President, already more 
than 1,200,000 Federal employees have 
had their pay increased this year and 
last year. Their pay increases have not 
been deferred, whereas here we would be 
deferring the pay increases for the 
white-collar employees if we were not to 
agree to this resolution today. 

Certainly, a 4.7-percent pay increase 
for 4 percent of our national workforce 
is on the low side of salary increases 
when compared to those given other 
workers in our Nation this year. It is 
obvious the Federal white-collar pay in
crease effected October 1 will have only 
a very small impact on inflation. 

I have studied this matter very care
fully and have weighed the President's 
alternative pay plan and its accompany
ing message with great care. 

After considering all of the facts, I 
am compelled by equity and fairness to 
call for permitting the pay increase for 
our 1.3 million Federal white-collar em
ployees and the 2 million military per
sonnel to go into effect on October 1, 
rather than delaying it 2 months to De
cember 1. 

I urge the Senate to approve Senate 
Resolution 171. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I yield 3 
minutes to the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I support 
the Senate resolution. It seems to me 
that the President has shown an in
credible insensitivity in attempting to 
delay the Federal employee pay adjust
ment on the spurious grounds that its 
effectiveness will lead to more inflation. 

Now, it may be true that Mr. Nixon 
can be credited with some accomplish
ments during the past 5 years. But I am 
afraid that successful management of 
the economy is not among them. 

The economic track record of the 
Nixon administration is one of the worst 
in the history of this country. The rec
ord of the past 5 years includes two de
valuations, sustained unemployment, 
skyrocketing inflation, chronic balance
of-payments deficits, and, as the latest 
wrinkle, recordbreaking interest rates. 

The litany of economic failure during 
this administration has now become al
most as depressing as its moral obtuse
ness. When it comes to the pay adjust
ment for Federal employees, President 
Nixon has actually managed to combine 
economic ineptitude with insensitivity to 
considerations of basic fairness. 

Last month President Nixon an
nounced that he would attempt to post
pone from October 1 to December 1 the 
pay increase mandated under the Fed
eral Comparability Act of 1970. It was 
the third time in 3 years that the Presi
dent has attempted such a delay. Unfor
tunately, Congress acquiesced to the first 
two delays, despite the strong objections 
of a number of us here in the Senate, 
and even though in 1971 we eventually 
restored some of the pay lost through 
that delay. 

This time I believe the President will 
not be able to get away with the sleight
of-hand gesture of controlling inflation 
at the expense of the Federal employees. 
The Senate should vote to block the de
lay and insure that Federal salaries are 
brought closer in line with salary levels 
in the private sector. 

A majority of the Senate is now aware 
that it is unfair to hold down Federal 
salaries at a time when prices are rising 
at a rate of more than 10 percent a year. 
Most of the credit for the new aware
ness must go to the American Federation 
of Government Employees. 

In the past, the legitimate interests of 
the Federal employees have often been 
ignored simply because Congress has be
lieved that, unlike many other groups in 
society, the Federal employees were di
verse and politically unorganized. But 
now, thanks largely to the efforts of the 
AFGE, the point of view of the Federal 
employee is being presented in a cogent 
and forceful manner. 

As a result, I believe the Senate will 
reject the President's arguments for still 
another delay in the Federal pay adjust
ment. For it is clear that these argu
ments are bogus ones. All of us want to 
see an end to the current inflationary 
spiral. But depriving the Federal em
ployees of the adjustment that the Pay 
Council has recommended is hardly the 
answer to inflation. It is rather like at
tempting to cure cancer with an aspirin 
tablet. 

President Nixon used the anti-inflation 
argument in both 1971 and 1972 when he 
kept Federal salaries below those in the 
private sector. But these delays did not 
put a stop to rising prices, and the latest 
proposed delay would be no more suc
cessful. If the President is really serious 
about controlling prices he should stop 
fiddling with Federal pay adjustments 
and take a serious look at corporate pro
fits which increased more during the first 
two quarters of 1973 than ever before in 
history. 

The President's continued attempts to 
control inflation by holding down Fed
eral salaries is at best a nonsequitur. It 
is like the man who after a bad day at 
the office returns home and begins beat
ing his dog. The difference, of course, 
is that we are not talking about a dog, 
but about a large number of dedicated 
public servants who are finding their 
hard-earned income steadily eaten away 
by rising prices. 

Senate Resolution 171 is related to in
flation in one very important way. But 
Mr. Nixon has the realtionship the wrong 
way around. Delay of the Federal pay ad
justment will not put a stop to inflation. 
But passage of this resolution will en
able a very important group of Americans 
to make up some of the losses they have 
already suffered as a result of inflation. 

This period of the most rapid advance 
in prices we have experienced in two or 
three decades, when the cost of food is 
soaring, is the least propitious time to 
put a delay on the comparability adjust
ment of the salaries of those who hap
pen to work for the Federal Government. 

I commend the AFGE for its work in 
bringing this issue clearly to the atten
tion of the Senate, and I hope this body 

will vote decisively for Senate Resolu
tion 171. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 
Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, in be' a.lf 

of the proponents I yield the floor. 
Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, I am well 

aware of the unpopularity of the job I 
have to do this morning. But it is some
thing that needs to be done, and I think 
that there is good reason to try to under
stand the President's position. If we are 
interested in trying to balance the bud
get, hold the line on inflation, and are 
interested in trying to put some sound
ness into the dollar, I think we should 
pause before we vote and consider where 
we are headed on these issues. 

I know everyone needs more money in 
this country. Certainly the Federal em
ployees, with their loyalty to their jobs, 
need the money. Certainly the military 
people do, also. The blue-collar workers, 
the white-collar workers, the General 
Motors employees, the Chrysler employ
ees, and the farmers, in this time of in
flation, need every cent that they can 
get, and it still is not enough. There are 
millions of people in this country on fixed 
incomes, either living on savings or some 
kind of private pension plans, social se
curity, or aid to the aged, who are locked 
into a fixed income and cannot get the 
relief that we are talking about for Fed
eral employees this morning. 

The administration has often asked 
Congress for a balanced budget--a 
budget that is based upon the amount 
of income that this country receives 
and the amount of income that is to be 
spread around over the various costs of 
Government. Without exception, we 
have turned down those requests. We 
seem to have the concept in this coun
try that we do not even need to go to 
the people for taxes any more. I do not 
know whether we will ever have another 
tax increase. We have found out that we 
can take it all out of the inkwell; sim
ply run up the debt and then simply 
print the money to pay off the debt, and 
we are supposedly back in business. It is 
a rather shocking development that we 
have seen since we have discovered that 
all we need to do is run the printing 
press a little faster, and that we can 
solve any problems. 

But let me tell you, any country that 
has tried to solve its economic develop
ment problems through the printing 
press, through inflation of its currency, 
has eventually faced a severe disaster. 
As the printing presses speed up, the 
money gets worth less and less, and 
you never catch up. 

The President has recently been try
ing, through various small measures, be
cause he cannot get any of the big ones 
through, to control inflation. It is al
most a retrograde action. He fights from 
one stump to another. He holds out as 
long as he can on one particular issue 
until he realizes he has to give up. In_
poundment was such a stump for a while; 
then the dam burst, and impoundment is 
over. Then we have had various economic 
measures; such as the price ceiling on 
gasoline as a temporary measure. But 
this measure is going to have to go also. 
It causes injustice to the gasoline station 
operators, because the big companies can 
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profit without providing a passthrough 
for the operator. We know that the 
money market today is pinching millions 

·of people; it is holding back housing de-
velopment. It will most certainly have 
serious repercussions. 

Why does the President request a brief 
2-month delay in pay increases when he 
knows it is only a temporary measure? 
Simply because we gain a little here and 
we gain a little there, holding on, while 
trying to make the dollar more solid. 

If we are going to go into this spiral, 
with no apparent end to it, I just do not 
see why we do not build in a 10-percent 
yearly increase for Federal employees. In 
the last 10 years, the pay of Federal em
ployees has been increased 81 percent. 
This is a startling refiection, not upon 
their infiation, but on the infiationary 
process of the country. If we are going 
to continue to do this another 10 years, I 
question whether we can hold it at 81 
percent. The President is trying to hold 
the line almost single-handedly, but al
most everyone disagrees with him and 
with the nature of the individual actions. 
We say, "He can't do this to gasoline 
operators, to real estate men, to build
ers. This is an injustice; it is unreason
able." 

We say, "He can't do this to Federal 
employees. Why should they bear the 
brunt of this?" 

The fact remains that in this retro
grade action we are fighting a backward 
fight in trying to hold the line to make 
the American dollar meaningful, not only 
in this country but also throughout the 
world. 

The Economic Stabilization Act was 
designed to bring Federal employees into 
parity with their counterparts in indus
try. As a result of this, they have re
ceived an 81-percent increase in the last 
10 years. But a 2-month's delay, amount-
1ng to approximately $80 for each Fed
eral ~mployee concerned, will contribute 
.a lot to hold down infiation. This $350 
million is important. 

More than that, it would be a symbol 
to the rest of the country. I might say 
that the wage earners in the country 
have been very patient. It will be a sym
bol to them that we must all bear a 
fair share of the fight against inflation. 

Four percent of the employees of the 
country are not necessarily going to pre
cipitate the entire country into a 10-
percent increase in December or a 10-
percent increase l-OW, but it will con
tribute to an overall infiationary effect. 

I feel very strongly that the Federal 
employees I am acquainted with do need 
an increase, but I do not think it is un
reasonable to ask that the increase be 
held up until December; if for no other 
reason than to demonstrate to the em
ployees in private industry that we all 
share in this problem. I am also aware 
that once this infiationary move goes into 
effect, we can expect it to occur all over 
the country. 

What is really the role of Congress in 
this situation? What role have we had? 
We profess that we are going to be fis
cally responsible, that we are going to 
set a budget of our own, and that we 
are going to allocate the money avail-
able in that budget. But if we go over 

that budget, then we would have to say 
that this money has got to come out 
of new taxes; it is going to have to come 
from somebody else, because we just do 
not have it. In other words, it would 
have to come out of some other pro
gram. Or we will have to say that the 
money will have to come from the deficit 
that has been referred to so often. We 
increase the debt limit also for this pur
pose. We have got into the habit--in this 
body, anyway-of thinking that we are 
not vitally concerned with this. Last 
week, in this bo<!y we had an amend
ment come before us that would speed up 
soci3.1 security from next spring to the 
present. The cost was estimated at $800 
million. Why, we ran over each other 
trying to vote in favor of that measure. 
We could hardly v:ait to vote for it. No 
one said, "Are we going to increase the 
social security rates? Are we going to 
increase taxes now? Are we going to take 
this out of the general fund? Are we 
going to raise the debt limit?" 

No. No one talks about the unpleasant 
parts. We want all the goodies. We want 
to vote for an increase in social security. 
We want to vote for all the benefits. 
But even when it comes to increasing 
the debt limit, everyone sits around here 
and says, "We cannot vote for the debt 
limit, because it is not our fault." 

Well, if it is not our fault, whose fault 
is it? Whose responsibility? Who else 
votes on these questions? 

So we have a fight on increasing the 
debt limit. We never take it away from 
someone else. 

I, and others, are working on a pro
gram to have a congressional office of the 
budget. The distinguished Senator from 
Montana <Mr. METCALF) is the chairman 
of the subcommittee and I am the rank
ing minority member. We have put in a 
lot of time trying to put together a plan 
that will enable us to analyze our own 
budget. Many Senators have appeared at 
the hearings of the joint comlnittee and 
before our subcommittee who think this 
is a good idea. But it is fioundering. I do 
not believe it will get through this ses
sion and I question whether it ever will 
take effect. It seems to me we do not 
want fiscal responsibility here. We would 
rather be fiscal "junkies." Every kind of 
spending idea that comes along, we want 
to get in on it. We do not even want to 
talk about the unpleasant part about 
raising taxes, the distasteful aspect of 
raising the debt limit or taking it away 
from someone else in another program. 

In the very bill we are interrupting 
now, we have the so-called recomputa
tion. There are many retired military 
people who badly need the increase of 
recomputation. I might say that a person 
who purchased an insurance policy in the 
1930's and the 1940's, expecting to re
tire on it, needs to be recomputated. Also, 
people in private pension plans, we can 
make a case for them. There is no reason 
why we should not be sympathetic to 
those people who would like to be re
computed. The cost of this is some $16 
billion over the lives of the people we 
recompute, if we never recompute them 
again. But I would guess we would con
tinue recomputing them year by year. 
But if we never recompute them again, it 

will cost $16 billion. Still no mention of 
where the money is coming from on the 
fioor of the Senate. 

I asked someone about that and he 
said, "Well, we have a firm assurance 
that it will be killed in the House." Mr. 
President, what kind of business is this? 
Is the Senate trying to fool our military 
people by voting for their bill with the 
assurance that we know it will be killed 
somewhere else? That is the phoniest ar
gument I have ever heard. But it seems 
to be the practice. 

Who says where the money is going to 
come from? We do not even talk about 
it. The very people who run over each 
other voting for an increase in the debt 
limit will say, "I have nothing to do with 
that. That is the fault of that criminal 
administration downtown which is re
sponsible for all Government spending." 

Well, Mr. President, let me point out 
that the executive branch cannot spend 
1 cent that this body does not approve 
sooner or later. 

When we talk about the rest of the 
economy, the average fellow employee 
who is atfected by this raise now makes 
$13,000 plus $3,200 in fringe benefits. 
These are figures given me by the Bu
reau of the Budget. This is not the lower 
income group. We can call them blue
collar workers or whatever we want to, 
but if the people atfected by this, the 
average Federal employees, are going to 
be put out by $80 in an effort to hold to
gether the line on infiation, I think that 
is not unreasonable. The psychological 
impact upon the rest of industry and 
labor with the spendthrift image of 
Congress in their minds will have a 
tremendously greater effect on the overall 
infiationary pressures. 

Yes, the raises of last January were put 
off, but within 12 months, and still have 
a substantial life which means 81 percent 
in 10 years. . 

What workingman in the shops has 
had an 81-percent pay increase in his job 
over a period of 10 years? 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Ohio yield? 

Mr. SAXBE. I yield. 
Mr. STEVENS. Is the Senator familiar 

with the fact that the increase we are 
talking about in this resolution, which 
should go into effect October 1, is a 
recomputation based on comparability 
with pay raises that 93 percent of the 
employees of the country have already 
received? Here we are dealing with 7 
percent of the employees of the country 
who have not received it. It is already a 
year behind in terms of comparability. 
Does the Senator realize that? 

Mr. SAXBE. I realize that, of course. 
But I do not think it is 7 perceP' . It is 
nearer 4 percent. 

Mr. STEVENS. Let me ask the Sena
tor another question--

Mr. SAXBE. Let me say this to my 
good friend from Alaska, that I do not 
expect to change his vote, or any other . 
vote; but I do think there are some things 
that should be satd about spending in 
regard to wages. If the Senator will let 
me complete my remarks, as I have noth
ing to say that will be an affront to the 
Senator, then I shall be glad to yield 
to him. 



31986 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 28, 1973 

Mr. President, the so-called spiraling 
inflation is a serious question. As I say, 
it is much more serious because there is 
a philosophy that is growing as a result 
of this inflation that should shock all 
of us. 

Suppose the average blue-collar worker 
reaches the point where he is receiving 
$2,500 a month and his rent is $750 a 
month for what he is now paying $150 
a month. In other words, inflation af
fects everyone, but worst of all, it hurts 
those we are trying to help here today. 

In:fiation is the most insidious thing 
that can affect our country. 

Look at the countries that have fallen 
recently, like Chile. They have fallen be
cause they were not able to control run
away inflation, which resulted in all kinds 
of civil disturbances. 

Look at the results of inflation in coun
tries that we had great hopes for becom
ing democratic countries. We have seen 
them go into controlled economies where 
inflation is no worry, where we see so 
many pounds of potatoes for a ruble or 
a dollar. They do not have to worry about 
inflation. 

Some Senators went to Russia recently. 
I was one of them. We stayed in a promi
nent hotel. At 6 o'clock in the evening 
the dining room filled up with people. 
Every last table was occupied and every 
last chair was pulled out. The people 
came in at 6 o'clock. They went in and 
had dinner. There was a dance band 
there and everything. 

I said, "My goodness, how can these 
people afford this kind of thing?" I asked, 
"How much does this cost?" I was told 
85 rubles, which is about two and a half 
weeks pay for the average worker in Rus
sia. I said, "These people are not in the 
higher income brackets." No, I was told, 
these are the people getting that pay, 
and they have to make their reservations 
9 months ahead of time. They like to 
bring their wives to dinner. I wondered, 
how do they afford it? How can they 
spend their money there? Their rent is 
controlled. Their food is controlled, and 
their clothing is rationed. Their vacations 
are also controlled. They cannot buy an 
automobile. In other words, we do away 
with the marketplace when we have a 
controlled economy, but we also have 
done away with any effective control by 
people over their own lives as they would 
like to manage them. They turn them 
over to the government to manage for 
them. 

Mr. President, this is not the time for 
a lengthy discussion on inflation, but 
what I am saying is that a controlled 
economy is the only successor to inflation. 
After a certain period of wildness one is 
then thrust into what must necessarily be 
a tightly controlled economy. 

I am saying now that the President, in 
his effort to fight this retrograde action, 
to hold the line on this and hold the line 
on that, even though it will hurt certain 

. groups of people now, it will hurt the 
building and loans this week, and the 
builders next week, and then the Federal 
employees, if we do this. 

I acknowledge that, but it is going to 
mean that the dollar he gets is going to 
be worth something, not only this year 
but also next year. If we try to control 

this country out of the printing press, it 
is going to mean that there is no turn
ing back. If Congress is not willing to ex -
ercise fiscal responsibility, no one else is 
going to do it. 

We said earlier, before the military 
procurement bill came up, that we can 
increase social security, that we can do 
all these things, because we are going 
to take it out of the military procurement 
bill. We have seen how they are going to 
take it out of the military procurement 
bill. Everything has gone sailing through. 
In fact, we bought about another bil
lion dollars worth of F-14's. We have 
added to the military procurement bill. 
Yesterday, there was an amendment for 
some troop cuts. It probably will not 
stand up. We have said all along that we 
are going to take it out of the military 
procurement bill and that we can afford 
some of these reckless things. 

There are things for which we need 
to spend money in this country, and there 
are things we can afford to do without. 
But there is also the fact that if we are 
going to go beyond our budget, if we are 
going to spend money we do not have, we 
will have to do one of three things. 

First, we will have to increase the tax
es, and nobody wants to talk about that. 
I would go for an increase in taxes. I am 
a spender. I would like to give the Federal 
employees more money. But I would like 
to tax the people so that we would keep 
it from being inflationary. 

Second, if we do not do that, we will 
have to take it from somebody else, and 
nobody takes it from somebody else in 
the Federal Government. We have pro
grams 40 years old, and nobody knows 
what they do; but they just pump money 
into them because we have a bunch of 
bureaucrats telling us how important 
the programs are. 

Third, we will have to increase the 
debt limit. The Office of Management 
and Budget would have to require that 
anybody who says, "We are going to in
crease this or th":tt," would have to say, 
"We are doing one of these three things." 
Then, when they come back at the end 
of the year and ask for an increase in 
the debt limit, we could no longer hide 
and say, "There ain't nobody here but 
us chickens." 

That is the way we act. Everybody 
stands up and says, "I had nothing to do 
with that. It's the spenders downtown." 
The old political trick of voting for all 
spending and against all taxes is finally 
coming back to haunt us. We are now in 
an inflationary spiral and are making it 
increasingly worse. 

With respect to this measure, I say 
we should hold off for 2 months. It is 
going to pinch; it is going to hurt people 
who deserve the raise. But let us try to 
help the President in his fight to hold the 
line on inflation. I believe that, if nothing 
else, it could turn the corner in this coun
try by being the psychological thing that 
demonstrates to the country that we are 
fiscally responsible and that we are 
going to try to hold the line. 

Mr. President, the Federal Govern
ment pays its employees about $50 billion 
each year in direct wages and salaries. In 
addition, it pays $9 billion for fringe 
benefits. These are massive amounts, and 

they reflect not only huge employment 
but also the high wages the Federal em
ployer pays. 

What the President proposed-this 60-
day deferral of yet another increase
will save the taxpayers $340 million. Now, 
it could be argued that in this arena of 
billions, the savings are small. But two 
points should be made. One is that be
cause the work force is so immense, any 
penalty suffered by a particular employee 
is extremely small. Second, but even more 
important, this $340 million will have to 
come from somewhere else. It can come 
from a mental health clinic, a drug ad
diction center. It can come from a man
power training center or a veterans hos
pital. Or it can be an add-on to the Fed
eral debt. Then it comes from every citi
zen's pocket through higher prices for 
everything he buys. 

Does that make sense? Do we want to 
bust the budget by $340 million so the 
Federal employees can get their pay in
crease 2 months early, when they had an 
increase only last January? The Presi
dent is trying to stay inside the budget. 
This resolution would undermine the 
budget to provide a small monetary gain 
to Federal workers. It should be defeated. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that an excerpt from the 
committee report be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

EXCERPT 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this Resolution is to ex
press the disapproval of the Senate of the 
President's alternative pay plan sent to the 
Congress September 5, 1973. The alternative 
pay plan would postpone a pay adjustment 
for Federal employees from October 1, 1973, 
to December 1, 1973. Section 5305(c) of title 
5 provides that the President may submit an 
alternative pay plan to Congress if he be
lieves an October 1 pay adjustment is inap· 
propriate because of economic conditions. It 
also provides that the President's alterna
tive plan becomes effective unless either 
House of the Congress adopts a resolution 
Within 30 calendar days of continuous session 
after the date on which the alternative plan 
is submitted. Approval by the Senate of this 
Resolution would thus have the effect of 
nullifying the President's postponement so 
that•Federal employees would receive an Oc
tober 1, 1973, pay adjustment, in accordance 
With the provisions of law, if the Resolution 
is adopted prior to that date. If this Resolu
tion is adopted after October 1, the pay in
crease would become effective at the begin
ning of the first pay period on or after the 
adoption date. 

BACKGROUND 

In 1970 the Congress enacted the Federal 
Pay Comparability Act, the basic purpose of 
which was to divest Congress of what had 
become an almost annual exercise of consid
ering and enacting Federal civilian pay ad
justments. But the Act retains for Congress 
its historic policymaking authority in the 
matter of determining how Federal compen
sation shall be adjusted. Supporting the Com
parability Act is the undergirding principle 
of comparability estabUshed by Congress as 
public policy in 1962-the principle which 
holds that Federal pay rates shall be com
parable with private enterprise pay rates for 
the same levels of work (5 u.s.a. 5301). 

Under the Comparability Act, the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics assembles data each 
spring comparing the pay rates of Federal 
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employees with rates at the same levels of 
work in private enterprise. These findings 
form the basis of a report to the President 
from his agent recommending appropriate 
rate adjusments. The President has named 
the Office of Management and Budget and 
the Civil Service Commission as his agent. 
The Act establishes an independent impar
tial three-member Advisory Committee on 
Federal Pay appointed by the President from 
outside Government. The Advisory Commit
tee assists the President in his purpose of 
carrying out policy as established by Con
gress when it adopted the comparability prin
ciple. The Committee reviews the report of 
the President's agent, considers additional 
views, and reports its recommendations to 
the President. 

The law directs the President's agent to 
establish a five-member Federal Employees 
Pay Council to represent Federal employee 
organizations and to have meetings with the 
Council t o hear its views and recommenda
tions. The views of the Council may include 
the coverage of the annual BLS surveys, 
how the private-government pay rates are 
compared, and the most equitable percent
age adjustment to be recommended to the 
President. 

The President considers the report of the 
Civil Service Commission and the Office of 
Management and Budget together with the 
findings and recommendations of the Ad
visory Committee and adjusts statutory pay 
rates in accordance with the comparaJbility 
principle. The adjustments are effective Oc
tober 1. He sends to Congress a report of the 
pay adjustment and a copy of his agent's 
report and the recommendations of his Ad
visory Committee. 

On September 5, 1973, the President sent a 
message to Congress transmitting an alter
native plan po,stponing the adjustment until 
December 1. He said that his agent recom
mended a 4.77 percent increase and that this 
recommendation was being considered by his 
Advisory Committee, which had not yet ad
vised him of its views of the percentage 
recommendation. He said he would decide 
on the size of the December 1 increase in 
late September, and he called on Federal em
ployees t o be prepared to make sacrifices in 
order to hold down inflation. 

STATEMENT 

In approving S. Res. 171, the Committee 
considered the President's reminder in his 
message on the need for sacrifice. "At a crit
ical time in the economic health of our Na
tion," he said, "when many are being called 
on to make sacrifices in order to hold down 
inflation, no one should enjoy special immu
nity." The Committee agrees and offers the 
parallel view that no one group should be 
singled out as less worthy than others of 
catch-up relief made necessary by economic 
conditions apparently out of control. Private 
industry settlements this year resulting from 
collective bargaining have, in the main, been 
reasonable--on the order of 5 or 6 percent. 
Other Federal employees, the 600,000 postal 
workers whose representatives annually ne
gotiate with management on pay, have re
ceived a 6.8 percent pay increase retroactive 
to July 26, a pay adjustment approved by 
the President's Cost of Living Council. Nego
tiations with the Postal employees were effi
ciently completed in short order. The differ
ence in cost between a 4.77 percent increase 
for Federal statutory employees on October 1 
as opposed to December 1 is $156.0:;1 million, a 
pal try sum when compared to total Federal 
spending. The Committee does not believe 
that this amount, even when added to the 
$201.7 million cost of a military pay increase 
(which, under law, would follow) at the 
earlier date, would have a worsening effect 
upon the Nation's inflationary difficulties. 

The Committee has taken note of the dif
ferences o! opinion which have arisen be-
tween the Federal Employees Pay Council 

{the employee group appointed by the Pres
ident's agent) and the agent {the Civil Serv
ice Commission and the Office of Manage
ment and Budget). The Council recommends 
a 5.47 percent increase, plus a cost-of-living 
supplement of $198 for each statutory em
ployee without regard to salary. The Council 
bases its higher figures on the fact that since 
March, 1973, when the BLS survey was made, 
the Consumer Price Index has steadily risen 
(2.3 percent between March and July) and 
the annual inflation rate Ls much higher. 
The Committee expresses no views in this 
dispute, taking the position that the law 
should be the controlling factor: "Federal 
pay rates [shall] be comparable with private 
enterprise pay rates for the same levels of 
work." (5 U.S.C. 5301). 

The Federal Pay Comparability Act of 1970, 
designed to provide periodic catch-up pay in
creases, which allow Federal employees to 
lag about six months behind the pay rates of 
comparable private-enterprise employees, ob
viously Ls not working as planned. This fact 
gives the Committee strong concern, suggest
ting the need for review of the procedures 
established by the Act. The chief difficulty 
is related to the fact that the "alternative
plan" provision of the Act, seen when the 
measure was acted upon as a safety valve 
to give the President some leeway in trigger
ing a pay increase in times of national emer
gency or adverse economic conditions affect
ing the general welfare, is invoked almost 
every year by the President. His September 
5 message marked the third time in three 
years he has submitted an alternative plan. 
The President proposed postponing a Jan
uary 1, 1972 pay increase of 6.6 percent for a 
half-year. The Congress intervened and pro
vided a 5.5 percent increase for January 1, 
1972. He postponed the October 1, 1972 in
crease of 5.14 percent until January 1, 1973. 
And now again, he proposed a deferral. The 
Committee believes the postponement he 
now proposes, in all equity, should be null
ified. 

COST 

Since the President has announced no 
percentage pay adjustment figure, it Ls im
possible to compute the cost of adoption of 
this Resolution. However, if the 4.77 percent 
figure suggested by the President's agent is 
recommended, the differences between an 
October 1, 1973, effective date and a Decem
ber 1, 1973, effective date are: Federal statu
tory employees, $156.2 million; m111tary, 
$201.7 million. 

This estimate is provided by the Civil Serv
ice Commission. 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the names of the 
distinguished Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
HARTKE) and the distinguished Senator 
from Alaska <Mr. STEVENS) be added as 
cosponsors of Senate Resolution 171. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the names of the fol
lowing Senators be added as cosponsors 
of Senate Resolution 171: The Senator 
from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH), the 
Senator from North Dakota <Mr. BUR
DICK) , the Senator from South Carolina 
(Mr. HoLLINGs), and the Senator from 
Utah (Mr. Moss)-all of whom are mem
bers of the committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, what is 
the time situation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One min
ute remains until the time to resume the 
consideration of the unfinished business. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, the Sena-

tor from Ohio made an eloquent state
ment for a rigid and tough combating 
of inflation, and I buy that. 

If the President would just say to us, 
"We are going to freeze all wages, all 
profits, and all interest rates; let us get 
with it," that would be one thing. But he 
set up a Price Control Board and a Cost 
of Living Board, and they have recom
mended 4-percent, 5-percent, 6-percent, 
and 7-percent wage increases because 
of increases in the cost of living. Only 
this white-collar group of Federal em
ployees, for the most part, has been left 
out. All their colleagues have been 
included. 

The President, himself, is not stopping 
the increases. He is simply deferring them 
to December 1. 

Let us get tough and impose the freeze 
on all, or let us at least be willing to 
deal in equity and not to flout public 
law. Public law says that a decision has 
to be made by October 1, not that it 
should be deferred to December 1. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO
PRIATION AUTHORIZATION ACT, 
1974 

The Senate resumed with the consid
eration of the bill (H.R. 9286) to author
ize appropriations during the :fiscal year 
1974 for procurement of aircraft, mis
siles, naval vessels, tracked combat ve
hicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, and 
research, development, test and evalua
tion, for the Armed Forces, and to pre
scribe the authorized personnel strength 
for each active duty component and of 
the Selected Reserve of each reserve com
ponent of the Armed Forces, and the 
military training student loads, and for 
other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 544 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment 544. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to read the amendment. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered; and, without 
objection, the amendment will be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill insert 

a new section as follows: 
SEc. - . Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of law, under such regulations as the 
Secretary of Defense shall prescribe, where 
housing on any military inst allation is in
sufficient to provide quarters for all members 
of the Armed Forces (and their dependents) 
assigned to duty at such installation, all 
members assigned to duty at such installa
tion and not furnished Government quarters 
shall be paid quarters allowances in the same 
amount without regard to grade. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, while 
traveling abroad in recent weeks, I had 
occasion to speak with various young 
servicemen, and as a result of our dis
cussions, I observed a very disturbing 
situation which has confronted junior 
enlisted members of the armed services 
for too long. 
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Married servicemen of the lowest mili
tary rank, or E-1, E-2, E-3, and E-4 with 
less than 2 years of service, stationed at 
high cost of living duty assignments 
throughout the world, are unable to pro
vide their wives and children with ade
quate housing facilities in situations 
where on-base housing is unavailable 
and the serviceman's family chooses to 
join him at his duty station. There are 
presently about 23,000 junior enlisted 
servicemen oversea who have transported 
their wives, and in some cases, their 
children, to their duty station at their 
own expense. Once a serviceman of low 
grade is accompanied by his wife and 
family to a particular duty station, and 
on-base housing is unavailable, he is 
faced with renting suitable accommoda
tions in inflated housing markets on 
quarters allowances which are not com
mensurate with his housing needs, if he 
receives them at all. 

To provide an eventual remedy to this 
situation and to accomplish an adequate 
subsistence for housing for all military 
personnel, I have offered an amend
ment-and I have a substitute for it
to the military procurement authoriza
tion bill which will direct the Secretary 
of Defense to study the present payment 
of housing allotments and quarters al
lowances for military personnel and 
their dependents where on-base housing 
is unavailable. 

Congress recently passed amend
ments to make permanent certain pro
visions of the Dependents Assistance Act 
of 1950. That act, as amended, now pro
vides for payment of amounts to mili
tary personnel for basic allowances for 
quarters. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the REcORD a table of allow
ances, showing the allowance with de
pendents and without dependents. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

E- L - -----------------------E- 2 ________________________ _ 
E- 3 ________________________ _ 

E-4-------------------------E- 5 _______ _________________ _ 
E--6 ____ ---------------------
E-1-- ----------------------
E-8 __ ----- - ----------- ---- -
E-9 __ - ---------------------
W- 1_ - ---- -----------------
W-2_ ------------------- -- --
W-3 ___ ---------------------
W-4 _ -- ---------------------
0- 1------------------------
o-2 __ -----------------------Q-3 _____ ____ _______________ _ 

0-4 __ ----------------------
o-5 __ -- ---------------------
0--6 _----- -------------------
0-7-------------------------
0-8_--- --------- -------- ---
Q-9 __ -- ---------------------
0- 10.- -- -------- -- ----------

With 
dependents 

105. 00 
105.00 
105.00 
121.50 
138.60 
150.00 
161.40 
172. 20 
184. 20 
160. 80 
173.70 
191.70 
207.90 
141.60 
175. 80 
195. 60 
215.40 
238.80 
258.30 
288. 00 
288.00 
288.00 
288.00 

Without 
dependents 

60.00 
63.90 
72.30 
81.60 
92.70 
95.70 

104.70 
122.10 
130. 80 
123.90 
137.10 
155.40 
172.50 
108.90 
138.60 
158.40 
178.80 
198.30 
211.80 
230.40 
230.40 
230.40 
230.40 

Mr. STEVENS. An E-1 receives a $60 
allowance, off-base, without dependents; 
$105 with dependents. The top of the al
lowance scale is $288 with dependents 
and $230 without dependents. 

It seems strange to me that a service
man in the lower ranks, with dependents, 
would receive less money for allowance 
for quarters off-base than a person with-

out dependents, without regard to what 
his rank would be. 

The purpose of my amendment is to 
require that the allowances--off-base 
housing allowances, in particular-be 
paid without regard to military grade. 

At present, military personnel above E-
4 are provided cost-of-living allowances 
at overseas duty stations with inflated 
costs of living. The provisions of 37 U.S.C. 
402 et seq., permit the payment of allot
ments for travel costs, shipment of 
household goods, trailer allowances, dis
location allowances, oversea station al
lowances, the shipment of privately 
owned vehicles, and tax advantages, all 
at Government expense. 

Mr. President, junior enlisted person
nel do not receive these benefits. The 
evidence of inequity to junior enlisted 
military personnel is further amplified 
by observing the differences between the 
housing payments and benefits allotted 
to junior enlisted personnel and senior 
grade personnel. In high cost of living 
stations, such as Germany and in various 
duty stations in the United States, where 
on-base housing is unavailable, low 
grade military personnel with depend
ents must move to off-base housing and 
be subject to the same housing market 
regardless of rank or housing require
ments. This situation poses a distinct 
disadvantage and hardship to lower 
grade servicemen because they are paid 
quarters allowances on the basis of rank 
and long term commitment to the mili
tary rather than on the basis of housing 
requirements. Consequently, an E-2 with 
a wife and children receives significantly 
less in quarters allowances and housing 
benefits than bachelor senior grade 
personnel. 

This practice of failing to adequately 
compensate junior enlisted military per
sonnel for off-base housing where on
base housing is unavailable has resulted 
in inadequate living conditions for a sig
nificant segment of the military popula
tion of junior enlisted personnel. 

I have a feeling it has a great deal to 
do with turnover and the lack of reen
listment of people in these ranks. 

Therefore, I consider it necessary to 
analyze the existing military quarters 
and housing compensation system in 
depth so that the inequit ies which have 
persisted may soon be revised and junior 
enlisted personnel may be afforded ade
quate housing allowances in lieu of on
base housing. 

My amendment provides for a man
dated study by the Secretary of De
fense to revise the differentials of the 
existing housing compensation system, 
and requires that the Secretary place 
particular emphasis on the compensa
t ion of military personnel for off-base 
housing. The amendment further directs 
the Secretary to complete the study 
within 4 months after its enactment and 
submit a Department of Defense pro
posed method to accomplish the system 
improvement objectives to Congress. By 
the submission of this study by the Sec
retary, the Congress will be able to an
alyze the inequities in compensation paid 
to junior enlisted personnel for off-base 
housing, and either accept or modify the 
conclusions, recommendations, and anal-

ysis of the Secretary for appropriate re
vision to the existing housing compensa-
tion system. 

Mr. President, in particular, in Ger-· 
many I visited four young enlisted men 
with dependents who were living off base· 
because quarters were not available. They 
were not available primarily because
they were not given any allowances for 
their families. They were really not per
mitted to have their families with them. 
in accordance with military regulation 
but most of them had just been married 
and had taken their wives with them~ 
Several of them had children that had 
been born in Germany, very young chil
dren. It seemed to me that the conditions 
they were living in were probably the 
worst I have seen at any military base. 

In one instance a couple had two chil
dren in a cold water, third :floor, walk-up 
fiat. They did not have any transporta
tion and the young man had to walk back 
and forth to the base 5 miles a day be
cause his income was just sufficient to 
pay for the housing and food. They had 
no life at all except in that cold water~ 
walk-up fiat. They had made the deci
sion they were going to stay together in 
spite of the Army, which I think is a deci
sion we should encourage. It is up to Con
gress to see to it that these young men. 
and particularly these young families, 
receive the money they need to live on 
in accordance with the standards we ex
pect of our services. 

I have discussed, this amendment with 
the manager of the bill. 

At this time I wish to send to the desk 
a substitute for my amendment No. 544. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator ask unanimous consent to mod
ify his amendment? 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to modify my 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the modification? If not, 
the amendment is so modified. The 
amendment as modified will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to read the amendment as 
modified. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I al
ready have explained the amendment 
and I ask that further reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered; and, with
out objection, the amendment will be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The amendment ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD is as follows: 

At the appropriate place 1n the bill in
sert a new section as follows: 

SEC. -. The Secretary of Defense shall 
:conduct a comprehensive study and in
vestigation of the present system for th& 
payment of quarters allowances, station 
housing allowances, and station cost-of
living allowances to members of the armed 
forces and report the result of such study 
and investigation to the Congress not later 
than four months after the date of enact
ment of this Act together with such rec
ommendations for the improvement of such 
system as he deems appropriate. He shall 
specifically include in such report sugges
tions for a. system that will ( 1) provide 
for the payment of quarters allowances, 
station housing allowances, and station 
cost-of-living allowances to all mlllta.ry per-
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sonnel having the same number of depend
ents where adequate quarters are not 
furnished by the Government for such per
sonnel and their dependents, and (2) 
provide for the payment of station housing 
allowances and cost-of-living allowances to 
all junior enlisted personnel in cases where 
such personnel are permanently assigned 
to any duty station for more than 6 months. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
have talked with the distinguished Sen
ator from Alaska about this amendment. 
There is no question about the housing 
situation. It is one that deserves great 
consideration. So far as we are con
cerned on this side we are willing to 
take the amendment to conference. It 
merely provides for a study and it could 
result in a great improvement in the 
situation. I hope it will be accepted 
on the other side. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
have discussed this matter with the 
distinguished Senator from Alaska and 
also with the ranking minority member 
of the committee. We are prepared to 
accept the amendment on our side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sen
ators yield back their time? 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the courtesy of the manager 
of the bill and the ranking Republican 
member on the committee. 

Before yielding back my time I wish 
to say this. I understand the circw:n
stances of this bill this year. I am qUite 
hopeful from the discussions that the 
amendment will survive in conference to 
tell the Department of Defense to get 
on with their review of this matter. I 
know they have a study coming up 
through the Department of Defense and 
I know they are proceeding along the 
same line of providing off-base allow
ances, based on rank. 

As far as I am concerned, that con
cept of housing with respect to on-base 
housing is one thing, but when personnel 
go off base it seems to me the problem 
of the serviceman's needs should be con
sidered first, and not his rank. 

An E-1 with children obviously can
not get quarters with the allowance he 
has today, nor will he anywhere in the 
world with the declining value of the 
dolla;, as long as they give a bachelor 
colonel almost three times as much as 
the E-1 gets, when the E-1 has greater 
need for housing for his family. 

I hope this measure survives confer
ence and if it is not straightened out, 
next year when this bill comes up I in
tend to press very hard for a congres
sionally mandated system that provides 
for the need without regard to rank. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. THURMOND. I yield back our 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is yielded back. The question is on agree
ing to the amendment of the Senator 
from Alaska, as modified. 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will now proceed to the consideration 
of the Clark amendment, No. 519, on 
which there is 4 hours for debate. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that consider-

ation of that amendment be temporar
ily delayed. Senator CLARK is away from 
the Senate due to a death in his family. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent at this time-and this is a request 
I should have made yesterday-that un
der rule v Mr. CLARK be given a leave of 
absence from the Senate on yesterday 
and today because of a death in his fam
ily. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. But probably 
he will be back by 12 o'clock or 1 o'clock 
today and we can then proceed with his 
amendment. 

QUORUM CALL 

Mr. President, in the meantime, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that on an 
amendment by Mr. JACKSON to provide 
four star rank to Admiral Rickover, 
there be a time limitation of 30 minutes, 
to be equally divided in accordance with 
the usual form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I ask unani
mous consent that on an amendment by 
Mr. JAcKsoN providing extension of mili
tary sales to Israel to the year 1975, there 
be a time limitation thereon of 1 hour, 
to be equally divided in accordance with 
the usual form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President. I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADMIRAL RICKOVER 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk, which I ask 
to be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be read. 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
amendment, as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
a new section as follows: 

SEc. -. In recognition of the vital con
tribution of Vice Admiral Hyman G. Rick
over (United States Navy retired) to our na
tional defense and in spec1al recognition of 
his invaluable guidance, initiative, and per
severance in developing the nuclear sub
marine, the President 1s authorized to ap
point the said Hyman G. Rickover to the 
grade of admiral on the retired list with all 
the rights, privileges, benefits, p.ay and al
lowances provided by law for officers ap
pointed to such grade. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the 
amendment to H.R. 9286 which .I have 
just sent to the desk regarding Admiral 
Rickover is identical in language to the 
bill, H.R. 1717, which has already passed 
the House. 

In substance, what this bill does is 
to authorize the President to appoint 
Admiral Rick over, who is a vice admiral, 
to the grade of admiral. While in an ac
tive status, Admiral Rickover would draw 
the full pay ~nd allowances of any other 
officer in the grade of admiral. 

When he leaves active service he would 
be treated like any other retired four 
star admiral and receive the appropriate 
percentage of the basic pay of that grade. 

As a technical matter, Mr. President, 
Admiral Rickover is on the official "re
tired list" but at the same time is on ac
tive duty. When he leaves active duty, 
he would still be on the retired list in 
the grade of full admiral under the au
thority of this legislation. 

As a matter of legislative history, Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD an excerpt 
from the House report on this matter, 
which among other things, indicates the 
strong support of the Navy for this leg
islation, together with the text of H.R. 
1717 to authorize the President to ap
point Vice Adm. Hyman G. Rickover, 
U.S. Navy retired, to the grade of ad
miral on the retired list. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PuRPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize the 
President to appoint Vice Admiral Hyman G. 
Rickover, United States Navy, retired, to the 
grade of admiral on the retired list. 

Passage of the bill would be recognition 
by the Congress and the President of the 
singular contribution that Admiral Rickover 
has made to national defense and particu
larly the initiative and perseverance he has 
shown in bringing about the development of 
the nuclear submarine. Admiral Rlckover's 
great achievements are well known to the 
Members of Congress and to his countrymen. 
He is a unique American whose indomitable 
drive enabled the United States to develop 
ta.nd deploy an invulnerable undersea nuclear 
deterrent. 

Admiral Rickover's present status is that of 
an officer on the retired list who has been 
recalled to active duty. He originally retired 
on February 1, 1964, and was recalled to 
active duty on the orders of the President. 
As a retired officer, he is ineligible for con
sideration for promotion under the normal 
selection procedures. 

The Committee on Armed Services appre
ciates that promoting a man to a rank above 
what his billet would normally call for and 
in a manner which may cause asymmetry of 
rank within the chain of command can be 
justified only in very exceptional circum
stances. The committee certainly does not 
intend for the present bill to create a prece
dent. However, Admiral Rickover's situation 
is certainly very exceptional; and this addi
tional recognition by the Congress an d the 
count ry is singularly well deserved. Admiral 
Rickover has served in his position for an 
extended period and has served with great 
distinction. 

The admiral has been many times honored. 
(A list of his awards and honorary degrees is 
included further on in this report.) However, 
the committee believes that the most ap
propriate honor for him 1s to achieve the 
highest rank in the military service to which 
he has given his life and to h ave that honor 
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bestowed on the initiative of the Congress of 
the United States. 

Admiral Rickover was born on January 
27, 1900, and graduated from the U.S. Naval 
Academy in 1922. He received an M.S. (Elec
trical Engineering) degree from Columbia 
University in 1929. In 1937 he was selected 
for "engineering duty on1y." He was assigned 
to nuclear-propulsion development in 1947 
and since that year has been in char~ of the 
Navy's nuclear ship propulsion program, now 
within the Naval Ships Systems Command. 
Since 1949 Admiral Rickover has been 
Directo r , Division of Naval Reactors, U.S. 
At omic Energy Commission, in charge of the 
AEC's naval reactors program. 

MILITARY MEDALS HELD BY ADMIRAL 
RICK OVER 

Gold Star in lieu of a S~ond Distin
guished Service Medal. (A warded by the Sec
retary of the Navy)-February 13, 1964. 

Navy Distinguished Service Medal, New 
London, Connecticut-January 17, 1961. 

Gold Star in lieu of a Second Legion of 
Merit-July 7, 1952. 

Legion of Merit, "For exceptionally meri
torious conduct"-as Head of the Electrical 
Section of Bureau of Ships-February 7, 
1946. 

Letter of Commendation from War De
partment, with authorization to wear the 
Oak Leaf Cluster on h is Commendation 
Ribbon-1946. 

"For outsta.nding service in connection 
with the development of the Atomic Bomb" 
as Assistant Director of Operations, Manhat
tan District. 

Letter of Commendation with authoriza
tion to wear the Commendation Ribbon from 
Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific Fleet--
1945. 

China Service Medal-1937. 
American Campaign Medal, American De

fense Service Medal, Asiatic Victory Medal, 
National Defense Service Medal, Navy Occu
pation Service Medal, World War II Victory 
Medal, World War I Victory Medal. 

Honorary Commander, of the Military 
Division of the Most Excellent Order of the 
British Empire-1946. 

AWARDS PRESENTED TO ADMIRAL RICKOVER 
Certificate of Distinguished Service, Na

tional Navy Club-1954. 
ASME-George Westinghouse Gold Medal, 

American Society of Mechanical Engineers, 
Boston, Massachusetts--June 21 , 1955. 

Egleston Medal Award, Columbia Engi
neering School Alumni Association, Colum
bia University, New York, New York-April 
28, 1955. 

International Communication Award, 
"Christopher Columbus" for 1957, Genoa, 
Italy--October 12, 1957. 

Meritorious Award, Navy League of the 
United States, San Francisco, California
May 2, 1958. 

High School Teachers Education Award, 
High School Teachers Association of New 
York City (Presented at Rhodes School)
June 26 1958. 

Citation, Quincy Chamber of Commerce, 
Quincy, Massachusetts--July 11, 1958. 

Michael I. Pupin 100th Anniversary Medal, 
Columbia University Forum, New York, New 
York-October 23, 1958. 

Theodore Roosevelt Distinguished Service 
Medal, Theodore Roosevelt Association, New 
York, New York--October 27, 1958. 

Gold Medal of Honor, Army & Navy Union, 
U.S.A., Akron Ohio-November 10, 1958. 

Bicentennial Science Award, City College 
Chemistry Alumni Assocta.tion, New York, 
New York-December 29 , 1958. 

Golden Legion Award, Seashore Council of 
the American Legion, Atlantic City, New Jer
sey-January 24, 1959. 

Special Gold Medal, United States Con
gres~April 15, 1959. 

Gold Award of Merit and Citation, Veter
ans of F•oreign Wars, (presented at Los An
geles, California)-8eptember 13, 1959. 

Electronics Institute Science Award De
troit, Michigan-september 12, 1959. 

Meritorious Service Medal, National League 
of Masonic Clubs, New York, New York--Oc
tober 9, 1969. 

Golden Omega Award, National Confer
ence on the Application of Electrical Insula
tion, Washingt on, D.C.-December 8, 1959. 

Citation for Distinguished Public Service, 
American Bill of Rights Day Association, 
New York, New York-December 15, 1959. 

Award for Notable Achievement Adver
tising Club of New York, New York, New 
York-December 30, 1959. 

Award for Distinguished Achievement, 
Golden Slipper Square Club, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania--January 6, 1960. 

Citation, The American Legion, Depart
ment of Illinois, Bloomington, Illinois--Jan
uary 26, 1960. 

Wendel L. Willkie Award, Willkie Founda
tion for Leadership, Indiana University, 
Bloomlng.ton, Indiana-March 20, 1960. 

Gold Medal for Distinguished Achieve
ment, Holland Society of New York. New 
York, New York--October 28, 1960. 

Patriotism Award, University of Notre 
Dame, Notre Dame, Indiana-February 22, 
1961. 

Silver Helmet Defense Award, AMVETS, 
Washington, D.C.-March 31, 1962. 

Freedom Award, The Order of Lafayette, 
New York, New York-December 3, 1962. 

"Uncle Sam" Sesquicentennial Medallion, 
Schenectady, New York-December 21, 1962. 

International Platform Association Award, 
(presented in Wash., D.C.-a silver bowl)
October 24, 1963. 

Heart of the Year Award, American Heart 
Association, Inc., (presented at the White 
House)-January 30, 1964. 

George Washington Honor Medal Award, 
Freedoms Foundation at Valley Forge, Valley 
Forge, Pennsylvania-April 13, 1964. 

Christopher Columbus Award, Columbus, 
Ohio--October 10, 1964. 

Enrico Fermi Award, Given by the U.S. 
Atomic Energy Commission, (Presented at 
White House by President) --January 14, 
1965. 

Prometheus Award, National Electrical 
Manufacturers Association, (Presented in 
Washington, D.C.)-November 9, 1965. 

Gold Good Citizenship Medal, Sons of the 
American Revolution, (Presented at West 
Point)-April 30, 1966. 

Franklin Award for Distinguished Service, 
Printing Industries of Metropolitan New 
York-January 16, 1967. 

Membership, National Academy of Engi
neering-1967. 

The Newcomen Medal, The Newcomen So
ciety in N. America, at the Franklin Insti
tut e, Philadelphia, Pa.-January 16, 1969. 

Honorary Membership, Western Society of 
Engineers, Chicago, Illinois 1970. 

The Washington Award Medal, Western 
Society of Engineers, Chicago, Illinoi~Feb
ruary 25, 1970. 

Steuben Society of America, 5th "Steuben 
Society of America Award To An Outstand
ing American," New York, New York-May 
23, 1970. 

Honorary Naval Aviator, Washington, 
D.C.--July 21, 1970. 

The General Leslie R. Groves Gold Medal 
Award, The American Ordnance Association, 
New York, New York-November 17, 1971. 

Admiral H. G . Rickover Junior High School, 
Sauk Village, Dlinois--1971. 

HONORARY DEGREES OF ADMIRAL RICKOVER 
Doctor of Law~Honoris Causa, Syracuse 

University, Syracuse, New York-June 7, 
1954. 

Doctor of Science, Williams College, Wil
liamstown, Massachusetts--June 13, 1954. 

Doctor of Scienc&--Honorls Causa, Colby 
College, Waterville, Maine-June 15, 1954. 

Master of Scienc&--Honorary Bradford 
Durfee Technical Institute, Fall River, Massa
chusetts--June 6, 1955. 

Doctor of Engineering-Honoris Causa, 

Drexel Institute of Technology, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvaniar-June 18, 1955. 

Doct or of Engineering, Polytechnic Insti
tute of Brooklyn, Brooklyn, New York-April 
19, 1958. 

Doctor of Scienc&--Hcnoris Causa, Stevens 
Institute of Technology, Hoboken, New Jer
sey--June 14, 1958. 

Doctor of Laws-Honoris Causa, Allegheny 
College, Meadville, Pennsylvania-June 8, 
1959. 

Doctor of Science-Honoris Causa, Colum
bia University, New York, New York-June 1, 
1960. 

Doctor of Science-Honorary, Georgetown 
University, Washington, D .C.-March 19, 
1964. 

Doctor of Laws (Honoris causa) , University 
of Birmingham, Birmingham, England--July 
16, 1965. 

Doctor of Science, University of Denver, 
Denver, Colorado--June 11, 1969. 

PUBLICATIONS OF ADMIRAL RICKOVER 
(In addition to numerous .articles) 

Education and Freedom (1959), E. P. Dut
ton and Company. 

Swiss Schools and Ours: Why Theirs Are 
Better (1962) Little, Brown and Company 
(under auspices Council for Basic Educa
tion) . 

American Education-A National Failure 
(1963), E. P. Dut ton and Company. 

Eminent Americans--Namesakes of the 
Polaris Submarine Fleet (1972), U .S. Gov
ernment Printing Office . 

Report on Russia (1959) , Committee on 
Appropriations, House of Representatives. 

Education for All Children: What We Can 
Learn From England (1962) , Committee on 
Appropriations, House of Representatives. 

FISCAL DATA 
Enactment of this bill will result in no in

crease in the budgetary requirements of the 
Department of Defense. 

DEVELOPMENTAL DATA 
The Department of Defense reported favor

ably on the proposed legislation as 1s indi
cated in the following letter, which is hereby 
made a part of this report: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 

Washington, D.C., April 30, 1973. 
Hon. F. EDWARD HEBERT, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 

House of Representatives, Washington, 
D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Your request for 
comment on H.R. 1717 a bill to authorize the 
President to appoint Vice Adm. Hyman G. 
Rickover, U.S. Navy retired, to the grade of 
admiral on the retired list, has been assigned 
to this Department by the Secretary of De
fense for the preparation of a report express
ing the views of the Department of Defense. 

The bill would authorize the President to 
appoint Vice Adm. Hyman G. Rickover (U.S. 
Navy retired) to the grade of admiral on the 
retired list with all the rights, privileges, 
benefits, pay and allowances provided by law 
for officers appointed to such grade. 

As stated in the bill, Vice Adm. Rickover 
has made a vital contribution to our na
tional defense and his assistance in the de
velopment of nuclear submarines has been 
invaluable. 

In view of the foregoing the Department of 
the Navy, on behalf of the Department of 
Defense, strongly recommends enactment of 
this legislation. 

The Office of Management and Budget ad
vises that, there is no objection to the pres
entation of this report on H .R. 1717 for the 
consideration of the committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN W. WARNER, 
Secretary of the Navy. 

COMMITTEE POSITION 
The Committee on Armed Services, on 

June 14, 1973, a quorum being present, ap-
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proved the bill and recommends its enact
ment. 

SUMMARY 

The purpose of H.R. 1717 is to authorize 
the President to appoint Vice Adm. Hyman 
G. Rickover, USN, retired, to the grade of 
admiral on the retired list. 

FISCAL DATA 

There will be no increase in budgetary re
quirements of the Department of Defense as 
a result of enactment of the bill. 

COMMITTEE POSITION 

The Committee on Armed Services, on 
June 14, 1973, a quorum being present, rec
ommended enactment of the bill without 
amendment. 

H.R. 1717 
An act to authorize the President to appoint 

Vice Admiral Hyman G. Rickover, United 
States Navy retired, to the grade of ad
miral on the retired list 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representat ives of the United States of Amer
ica in Congress assembled, That in recogni
tion of Vice Admiral Hyman G . Rickover 
(United States Navy retired) to our national 
defense and in special recognition of his in
valuable guidance, initiative, and persever
ance in developing the nuclear submarine, 
the President is authorized to appoint the 
said Hyman G. Rickover to the grade of ad
miral on the retired list with all the rights, 
privileges, benefits, pay and allowances pro
vided by law for officers appointed to such 
grade. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I do not 
think that there is any need to detain 
the Senate in an explanation of this 
measure. I think it is long past due. I 
would strongly urge that the Senate 
agree to the amendment. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, is it 

not customary for the President to send 
up nominations of this character? 

Mr. JACKSON. That is true. However, 
may I say that Admiral Rickover's career 
has not been a normal one. 

I recall in 1953 when the Navy passed 
him over for the second time as captain 
to be promoted to admiral. The first thing 
I did as a Member of the Senate, having 
come to the Senate in 1953, was to ask 
the chairman of the Senate Armed Serv
ices Committee, at that time former Sen
ator Saltonstall, for an inquiry into the 
matter. The upshot of that inquiry was 
that the man who received Admiral Rick
over's slot, for engineering duty only, was 
an officer in the Navy who had pooh
poohed the whole idea of a nuclear sub
marine. He was promoted to admiral. As 
a matter of fact, this particular person 
had written a memorandum saying that 
it would take many, many years to get 
a nuclear submarine when, in fact, at 
that time-that is, at the time the pro
motion was UP-the Nautilus had gone 
to sea. 

The NavY selection system, as the Sen
ator will recall, was sorely tested. And I 
pointed out that if that is the way the 
selection system worked, we had better 
have a new one. 

I believe the history of Admiral Rick
over's service to the NavY and to the 
country is such that it warrants this 
action. I think there is ample precedent 
.for a move of this kind. 

CXIX--2016-Part 25 

As the Senator knows, here is a man 
who would not have continued to render 
service, a man who did not need to. How
ever, he has dedicated his life to the 
NavY. He is 73 years of age. He has suf
fered two or three heart attacks. He 
gives a way all of his earnings from 
speeches and from writing. He is the 
most selfiess man that I know of in the 
service of the Nation. 

I feel very deeply that something of 
this kind is long past due. And the Con
gress constitutionally does have author
ity to act. 

I know that the Senator from Mis
souri has been outspoken concerning the 
fact that Congress ought to exercise its 
own authority more often. 

That is what we are doing here to
day, Mr. President. I think it is the right 
thing to do. I do not think that we should 
wait until it goes through the Pentagon 
for recommendation. The Navy has rec
ommended this legislation and supports 
it. The House has already passed an act 
to accomplish this. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Let me say to my 
friend from Washington, as he remem
bers, I joined with him and with Repre
sentative Yates of Dlinois at that time 
to block the retirement. If we had per
mitted his retirement, we would not have 
had his •Services over the years. I think 
that was a wise and constructive move, 
at that time. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Missouri was most help
ful at that time. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I tried to be. This is 
a different situation. I am not saying I 
would vote against him at this time, but 
I am getting increasingly worried about 
the political operations of various ad
mirals and generals. 

We have a general in the White House 
now. I understand he is a fine and 
able man. I do not know him well. He 
went from colonel to four-star general 
in 4 short years after becoming as
sociated with the 'White House. 

Does not the Senator believe, instead of 
Congress taking over the promotion list, 
this nomination should be sent up by the 
President and passed upo:1 by the Armed 
Services Committee? Should it not be 
handled in that manner? 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I 
mentioned this before in the Armed 
Services Committee. I said that I was 
going to offer it on the floor, that I did 
not want to take up the time of the com
mittee. I did mention it before and said 
that I would offer it as an amendment on 
the bill. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
under normal circumstances it ought to 
be taken up in the regular fashion. His 
name ought to be sent up by the executive 
branch instead of being handled in this 
manner. I want the Senator from Wash
ington to know how I feel about this 
nomination. 

Mr. JACKSON. I fully understand. 
However, I point out that the executive 
branch failed to send up his name in 
1953 until a!ter we had made our views 
up here in Congress unmistakably clear. 
If we had not acted at that time, we 
would have lost his valuable service to 
the Nation over the past 20 years . 

Mr. President, I am happy to yield to 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Rhode Island. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I cer
tainly want to associate myself with the 
remarks of the distinguished Senator 
from \VMhington. 

I have a very sentimental attachment 
for what we are doing here today. 

In my humble opinion, to know 
Admiral Riekover is to not only respect 
him, but also to admire him. 

Admiral Rickover is now in the twilight 
years of his life. He has already been ex
tended beyond his retirement time two 
or three times. He has acceded to the 
request of the Government to continue 
in the position he now occupies. 

Admiral Rickover is the father of our 
nuclear Navy. Our nuclear Navy, and 
especially our underwater NavY, is the 
first line of defense of our Nation. Here 
is a man who has given his entire life to 
his country. In my opinion he exempli
fies what a great American should be. 

He was poor. He comes from a very 
poor beginning. He is still very poor, be
cause his ambition in life has not been 
to accumulate wealth, but to serve his 
country. And that he has done every 
waking moment of his life. He is a mem
ber of the U.S. Navy and is serving his 
country. 

There is no accolade we can give to 
this man beyond the fact that at this 
time in life he be given his four stars. 
How long he will be able to enjoy them, 
none of us know. However, the fact re
mains that this should be the crowning 
jewel in his career. 

Here is a man who, because of his reli
gion, regardless of his outstanding per
formance in the service of his country, 
has been buffeted around. Here is a man 
for whom we should stand up and say, 
"We pat you on the back for what you 
have done. We love you as a great Amer
ican, and we love you as an individual. 
You ought to have the four stars." 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I wish 
to say that that is a beautiful statement. 

I would add that Admiral Rickover's 
career is a Horatio Alger story. 

Mr. PASTORE. It is the story of 
America. 

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is cor
rect. Admiral Rickover came to the 
United States from an area of Poland 
that is now part of Russia at a time when 
he was 4 years old. His father worked at 
the tailor's bench until he was 84 years 
of age. 

Mr. PASTORE. That is part of the rea
son that I have a sentimental attach
ment for him. My father was a tailor, 
too. 

Mr. JACKSON. That is why I men
tioned it. 

Mr. President, I yield now to the dis
tinguished Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I rise 
to support the amendment of the distin
guished Senator from Washington. 

I would feel honored if the Senator 
from Washington would see fit to add my 
name as a cosponsor of his amendment. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the names of 
the Senator from South Carolina <Mr. 
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THuRMOND), the Senator from Rhode Is
land <Mr. PASTORE), the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. AIKEN), and the Senator 
from Texas <Mr. ToWER) be listed as co
sponsors of my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, nor
mally I would. not favor this procedure. 
It is customary for the President of the 
United States to send down to the Sen
ate nominations for promotion in the 
armed services. It is customary for the 
armed services to consider these recom
mendations for promotion, and then to 
act thereon, and after they act the mat
ter comes to the Senate. 

However, this is such an unusual case 
that I favor taking action at this time. 
I do not know of a man in the armed 
services today for whom I would favor 
suspending all these procedures in the 
matter of promotion except Admiral 
Rickover. 

Mr. President, I say that because Ad
miral Rickover, in my judgment, is the 
greatest nuclear expert in the world. I 
know of no one anywhere, in any coun
try, who is as knowledgeable on nuclear 
matters as is Admiral Rickover. I know 
of no one anywhere who has rendered as 
much service to his country in support
ing the armed services and a strong de
fense program and in promoting nuclear 
submarines and nuclear ships as Admiral 
Rickover. In my judgment, he is a superb 
man. 

In my judgment, we are fortunate to 
have this gentleman, who was born in 
another country, who has come here and 
worked his way up and, because he did 
not follow tradition exactly, maybe, at 
times, he was neglected and, as someone 
said, he was kicked about. But this gen
tleman has risen and risen in the esteem 
of the Members of Congress and of the 
American people. He has done that be
cause he has proved that he posse~es the 
qualities that make great men. 

What are those qualities? First of all 
is character. Admiral Rickover has an 
unblemished character. He has been 
through the fire, so to speak. He has 
proven that he can be stable and sound 
under all conditions, even though he has 
had almost to go up against the wall at 
times. 

Next, Mr. President, Admiral Rick
over has shown tremendous courage in 
what he has done. He has had to go 
against his superiors. His superiors, in 
many cases, did not have the vision and 
foresight he had, and therefore he had 
to oppose them in what he was doing for 
the good of the American people, to keep 
America first and foremost in the nuclear 
field in the world. 

Then, Mr. President, his great capac
ity has been demonstrated by his work. I 
have talked with this man. I have 
worked with this man. I have never 
known a man more dedicated to his 
cause and to helping the people as a 
whole. 

I remember some years ago I read an 
article by him on education. I did not 
know him too well then. I was so im
pressed that I wrote him a letter and got 
in touch with him, and I was amazed at 
the knowledge this man had in educa-

tiona! matters. He was pointing out that 
the Soviet Union was getting ahead of 
the United States in the matter of train
ing scientists and skilled people. 

He was pointing out that America was 
not going forward like the Soviet Union 
in training scientists and engineers, and 
the people we needed to keep this coun
try ahead from a military and scientific 
standpoint. 

Mr. President, I do not know of any 
other man I have ever met who has im
pressed me more with his dedication, 
with his character, with his capacity, or 
with his courage. Above all, he is a gen
tleman. I have never known a man who is 
more courageous or more humble. When 
you are around Admiral Rickover, he is 
so humble that he appears as if he 
wanted to be a servant; and that is truly 
what he wants to be. He wants to be a 
servant of this country and of his people. 
This man possesses the attributes of a 
gentleman in every sense of the word. He 
is a great man, an able admiral, and an 
outstanding citizen, and in my judgment 
we will do honor to a person who emi
nently deserves to be honored if Congress 
sees fit to promote him to four star rank. 
I am pleased to join in this action, and 
to join as a cosponsor of the amendment. 

Mr. THURMOND subsequently said: 
Mr. President, this morning I . joined 
Senator JACKSON to sponso:- an amend
ment to the military procurement au
thorization bill to promote Vice Adm.. 
Hyman George Rickover to four star, 
full admiral. 

In support of my previous remarks to
day to recommend Admiral Rickover for 
promotion in recognition of his unparal
lelled achievements, it is appropriate to 
insert in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a 
complete biography of Admiral Rick
over's distinguished service to our Na
tion and a record of his outstanding 
accomplishments. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent for the biography of Admiral Rick
over to be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
REcoRD at the conclusion of my previous 
remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, lt is so ordered. 
VICE ADM. HYMAN GEORGE RICKOVER, U.S.N. 

Vice Admiral H. G. Rickover is considered 
by many to be the outstanding navai engi
neer of this century. 

He graduated from the Naval Academy on 
June 2, 1922. In 1929 he received the degree 
of Master of Science in Electrical Engineering 
from Columbia University. He served many 
tours of sea duty as a general line officer 
before being designated for Engineering Duty 
in 1937. These sea tours included, among 
others, quali.fication to command subma
rines, duty as Engineer Officer of the battle
ship New Mexico, and command of the USS 
Finch on the Asiatic station. 

In June 1939 he was assigned to the Bureau 
of Ships in Washington where he remained 
throughout the greater part of World War II 
as head of the Electrical Section of the Bu
reau of Ships. The Navy awarded him the 
Legion of Merit for hiS outstanding work: 

"Overcoming tremendous procurement dif
flculties created by shortages in materials, 
manpower and manufacturing facilities at 
a time when an unprecedented increase in 
production of electrical equipment was re
quired to meet the needs of our rapidly ex
panding Navy, Captain Rickover rendered in
valuable service in obtaining competent en-

gineers to man the Electrical Section, in de
termining the raw materials required, in 
schedulng and expediting production and in 
providing adequate manufacturine facllities 
for all electric power and lighting equipment 
necessary for the Navy's shipbuUding and 
maintenance program. Working with fore
sight and ability, he brought about continual 
improvements in electrical equipment to 
meet the developing and expanding needs of 
modern naval warfare, thereby contributing 
to the increased military effectiveness of the 
vessels of the fleet and to the successful 
prosecution of the war." 

The British considered his work "of the 
very greatest value to the Admiralty" and 
made him an Honorary Commander of the 
Military Division of the Most Excellent Order 
of the British Empire. 

In 1946 then Captain Rickover was assigned 
to the M&nhattan Project at Oak Ridge, Ten
nessee to learn the nuclear technology which 
had been developed to that time and to de
termine what steps would be necessary to 
develop nuclear propulsion for naval ships. 
He has been the man in charge of the naval 
nuclear propulsion program ever since. For 
the flrst flve years of his work in nuclear 
propulsion for the Navy, the Secretary of the 
Navy, in July 1952, presented him with a 
Gold Star in lieu of a Second Legion of Merit: 

"Displaying exceptional talents in the fleld 
of MobUe Power Reactors and exercising un
ceasing drive and energy, Captain Rickover 
more than any other individual, is respon
sible for the rapid development of the nu
clear ship program. He has held tenaciously 
to a single important goal through discour
aging frustration and opposition and has 
consistently advanced the submarine ther
mal reactor well beyond all expectations; his 
efforts have led to the laying of the keel of 
the world's flrst nuclear powered ship well in 
advance of its original schedule. His careful 
and accurate planning, his technical knowl
edge and his abllity to clarify and resolve 
probletns arising between the Atomic Energy 
Commission, the Bureau of Ships and civU
ian contractors, have proven a contribution 
of inestimable value to the country's secur
ity and reflect great credit upon Captain 
Rickover and the United States Naval Serv
ice." 

In addition to his contributions to the de
velopment of the nuclear Navy, Admiral Rick
over also led the scienti.fic, technical and in
dustrial team which developed and con
structed the Shippingport Pressurized Water 
Reactor (PWR) at Shippingport, Pennsyl
vania, the first nuclear powered electric utU
ity central station in the United States. The 
Shippingport project was flrst authorized in 
July 1953. Official ground breaking took 
place September 6, 1954, when President. 
Eisenhower closed an electrical circuit in 
Denver which started an unmanned bull-· 
dozer at the Shippingport site. The station 
achieved initial criticality on December 2,. 
1957, exactly 15 years after the initial chain 
reaction achieved by Enrico Fermi in Chi
cago. On December 18, 1957, the Shipping
port Atomic Power Station began supplying
electricity to the Duquesne Light Company,. 
serving the Greater Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. 
area. 

The technology developed under Admiral. 
Rlckover's leadership in the Shippingport 
Program has provided most of the basic tech
nology upon which the present day nuclear 
power program in the United States 1B 
founded. Admiral Rickover 1s currently 1n 
charge of the development of an advanced 
core for the Shippingport plant called the 
Light Water Breeder Reactor (LWBR). This 
reactor core which wlll be installed in 197& 
is expected to demonstrate breeding of more 
new fuel than is burned during operation of" 
the reactor core . This core uses the thoriUin
uranium-233 fuel system. Since the LWBR 
concept is based on the proved technology of" 
the pressurized light water system, it is the: 
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only reactor system that promises significant 
improvement in fuel utilization while being 
devoid of many of the technical problems 
that must be solved to obtain high fuel uti
lization using other systems. 

On August 28, 1958, the President approved 
a Joint Congressional Resolution to award 
Admiral Rickover a Gold Medal in recogni
tion of h is achievements "in successfully 
directing the development and construction 
of the world's first nuclear-powered ships 
and the first large-scale nuclear powered re
actor devoted exclusively to production of 
electricity." He was promoted to the rank 
of Vice Admiral to rank from October 24, 
1958. 

Six years after the USS Nautilus first sig
naled "Underway on nuclear power," the 
Secretary of the Navy presented the Distin
guished Service Medal to Admiral Rickover: 

"For exceptionally meritorious service to 
the government of the United States from 
17 January 1955 to 17 January 1961, while 
in charge of the Naval Nuclear Propulsion 
Program in the Department of the Navy and 
in the United States Atomic Energy COm
mission. Through Vice Admiral Rickover's 
skillful technical direction, unusual fore
sight, and unswerving preseverance, the 
United States has attained preeminence in 
the field of naval nuclear propulsion. His 
vision in the training of the crews of our 
nuclear-powered ships, and his insistence on 
high engineering standards are infiuencing 
those who bear a responsibility in preparing 
the Navy and the Nation for the demanding 
and exacting trials of the nuclear and missile 
age. As a result of his untiring and relentless 
efforts, nuclear propulsion has provided us 
with the foundation of the new Navy-nu
clear-powered submarines which have revolu
tionized naval offensive and defensive tactics 
and nuclear-powered surface ships, free to 
go anywhere at anytime. Nuclear propulsion, 
developed under his astute leadership, will 
take its place in history a.s one of the key 
developments profoundly affecting all the 
navies of the world. In addition to his major 
effort in the nuclear propulsion field, Vice 
Admiral Rickover has made other important 
contributions in the field of naval engineer
ing and has always been a source of wise 
counsel in matters affecting both the Navy 
and national interest. His distinguished and 
inspiring accomplishments reflect the high
est credit upon himself and the United States 
Naval Service." 

On February 13, 1964, President Johnson 
presented Vice Admiral Rickover with a Gold 
Star in lieu of a second Distinguished Service 
Medal. The citation reads as follows: 

"For exceptionally meritorius service to the 
Government of the United States in posi
tions of great responsib111ty a.s Manager, 
Naval Reactors, Division of Reactor Develop
ment, U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, and 
a.s Assistant Chief of the Bureau of Ships 
for Nuclear Propulsion from January 1961 
to January 1964. During this period, Vice 
Admiral Rickover exercised dynamic leader
ship and outstanding professional com
petence in assuring the continuing contribu
tions of a major element in our national ca
pab1llty to deter aggression. He skillfully di
rected the efforts of his staff toward the 

'" cooperative development of the Polaris weap
ons system to the present advanced state, 
with sixteen Polaris submarines now in ac
tive service and twenty-five more under con
struction. In addition, during this period, 
the nuclear-powered surface ships, Enter
prise, Long Beach, and Bainbridge, joined the 
Fleet. These ships, each of a different com
batant type, are establishing high standards 
for the new fleet of combatant surface ships 
to follow. Under Vice Admiral Rickover's 
leadership, the cost of United States naval 
nuclear propulsion plants has been lowered, 
reactor core life has been increased, and 
significant improvements in simplicity and 

dependabllity have been achieved. His con
tributions in the field of civilian reactors 
have been important factors in the con
tinued development of these units. He has 
exerted considerable infiuence on the in
dustrial community in general with his keen 
insight and discerning comments on quality 
control and product reliability. Vice Admiral 
Rickover's distinguished and dedicated serv
ice reflects the highest credit upon himself 
and the United States Naval Service." 

In November 1964 the Atomic Energy 
Commission announced that they had se
lected Admiral Rickover as recipient of the 
Enrico Fermi Award for 1964 in recognition 
of his outstanding engineering and admin
istrative leadership in the development of 
safe and reliable nuclear power and its suc
cessful application to our national security 
and economic needs. The award consists of 
a gold medal, a citation, and $25,000. 

Admiral Rickover was the first engineer
administrator and the eighth person to re
ceive the award, named for the late Enrico 
Fermi, leader of the group of scientists who 
achieved the first sustained, controlled nu
clear chain reaction on December 2, 1942, at 
Stagg Field, Chicago. 

The selection of Admiral Rickover for the 
a ward was made by the Commission after 
consideration of recommendations from its 
statutory General Advisory Committee. 

President Johnson, in presenting the Fermi 
Award to Admiral Rickover on January 14, 
1965, made the following remarks: 

"Admiral Rickover, it is a gratifying pleas
ure to participate in this ceremony recogniz
ing your contributions to our Nation's secu
rity-and to our peaceful economic growth 
in the future. 

"The citation of this eighth Enrico Fermi 
A ward states: 

"For engineering and adm1n1strative lead
ership in the development of safe and reliable 
nuclear power and its successful application 
to our national security and economic needs.' 

"In just three days, we shall be celebrating 
the tenth anniversary of the first sea voyage 
of a nuclear-powered submarine-the Nau
tllus. The Nation is grateful for your cour
ageous and dedicated role In that historic 
development. 

"Over the ten years since, the Nautilus has 
been joined by more than 50 other nuclear
powered naval vessels. Today our nuclear 
fleet numbers 22 attack ·submarines, 29 
Polaris submarines, and 3 surface ships. To
gether these nuclear-powered vessels have 
traveled a total of more than 4,300,000 miles 
on patrol for peace and freedom. 

"Your personal leadership has made an in
valuable contribution to our national secu
rity-and to our capacity for keep1ng the 
peace. 

"Your personal dedication to excellence
your personal faith in the future-offer ex
amples which this nation must emulate 1t 
we are to fulfill the potential that is ours. 

"In no field is the promise-and the chal
lenge-more exciting than the peaceful po
tential of nuclear power. 

"Beyond the present naval applications, 
perhaps there may be much broader horizons 
fQl" nuclear power on the high seas. I hope 
the day will come when nuclear power will 
be so economical for our merchant ships that 
the American Maritime Fleet will once again 
become preeminent--with a new generation 
of swift long range nuclear-powered vessels. 

"You were instrumental in the construc
tion of the world's first large nuclear gen
erating station at Shippingport, Pennsyl
vania, in 1957. From that beginning, we are 
now able to foresee the day--only 15 years 
away-when we shall have some 70 million 
kilowatts of installed capacity from nuclear 
power generation stations. 

"I look forward to the day when this great 
energy resource can be applied to desalting 
the sea, assuring us the additional fresh wa
ter needed for our growing population and 

expanding indUstries. In these important 
years you have played a role of first impor
tance in helping us to understand and use 
more rationally the great force of nuclear 
energy. It is often overlooked that your many 
accomplishments and contributions have 
been made while in the service of your Gov
ernment. Your achievements and your career 
should stand as an example to the many 
present and future Government personnel 
that there is a large job that can be done
and that a job well done is recognized. 

"For these significant contributions to our 
national security and growth, I am privileged 
to present to you--on behalf of the Atomic 
Energy Commission and the people of the 
United States-the Enrico Fermi Award for 
1964." 

As of September 1973 there are 41 Pola.rlsf 
Poseidon ballistic missile type nuclear sub
marines, 60 attack type nuclear submarines, 
one deep submergence nuclear-powered re
search vehicle, one nuclear aircraft carrier, 
one nuclear cruiser, and two nuclear frigates 
in operation. These ships have steamed over 
24 mlllion miles. In addition 23 more attack 
type nuclear submarines, two nuclear aircraft 
carriers and five nuclear frigates are under 
construction. Over 30,000 officers and men 
have or are being trained to operate the nu
clear propulsion plants of our nuclear sub
marine and surface warships. 

PUBLICATIONS 

For more than a decade, Admiral Rick
over has spoken and written on the need 
for educational reform. He has published 
several comparative studies. His first book, 
Education and Freedom (E. P. Dutton and 
Company, New York 1959) contained notes 
on Dutch and Russian education In its 
annex. After his visit to Russia as a member 
of Vice President Nixon's party (July 1959), 
he was asked by the Committee on Appro
priations of the House of Representatives 
to testify on Russia; published a.s Report on 
Russia, his comments deal largely with Rus
sian education. The entire report was in
corporated in the paperback edition of Edu
cation and Freedom in 1960 (E. P. Dutton 
and Company). His study of Swiss education 
appeared under the title Swiss Schools and 
Ours: Why Theirs Are Better, as a Council 
for Basic Education book (Atlantic Monthly 
Press, Little, Brown and Company, Boston, 
1962). On September 3, 1962, a report on Eng
lish education which he made in testimony 
before the same Congressional Committee 
was issued a.s a Government document under 
the title Education for All Children: What 
We Can Learn From England. This report 
was subsequently published in 1963 with 
considerable new material added as a book 
called American Education-a National 
Failure (E. P. Dutton and Company). 

Admiral Rickover has made numerous 
speeches; many have later appeared a.s ar
ticles in popular and professional magazines; 
notably "The World of the Uneducated," 
"America Versus Russia: The Nature of the 
Contest," "National Goals," "Education in a 
Free Society," "The Individual in a Free 
Society," "The Never-Ending Challenge," "A 
Humanistic Technology," etc. 

Early in 1966 Vice Admiral Rlckover was 
invited to participate in the Royal National 
Foundation's First Athens Meeting, an inter
national cultural gathering held every other 
year in Athens, Greece. The object of the 
Athens Meeting is "to provide an oppor
tunity for eminent contemporary thinkers 
from all over the world to express the hu
man ideals and aspirations in the light of 
present knowledge and experience. Promi
nent representatives of the Arts, Sciences, 
Philosophy, Cults and other intellectual ac
tivities are invited to deliver their message 
by a talk." Admiral Rickover, a.s the United 
States representative, addressed the meeting 
on June 2, 1966, in the open on the Hill of 
the Phyx, and the title of his speech was 
"Liberty, Science and Law." 
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In 1972 the Government Printing Office 

published as House of Representatives Docu
ment Number 92-345, Eminent Americans-
Namesakes of the Polaris Submarine Fleet. 
"Within the great sweep of American history 
fall the careers of those men for whom the 
41 United States Polaris submarines have 
been named." This book, written by Admiral 
Rickover, uses the careers of these men as 
the focus for essays which are broad enough 
to include the significant events which oc
curred during their lifetimes. The careers of 
these men, who left a. lasting imprint on the 
political, cultural, and milltary life of our 
Nation, span the full range of American his
tory from the time of the Revolution to 
the present century. The 41 biographical 
essays reflect historical themes which have 
particular relevance for the kinds of prob
lems our Nation faces today. These essays 
reveal "the amazing diversity of principles 
and ideals our forebears had to reconcile in 
building a Nation out of 13 suspicious and 
jealous colonies." The essays include studies 
on such great Americans as George Wash
ington, John Adams, Thomas Jefferson, 
Abraham Lincoln, Woodrow Wilson, and 
many other famous Americans who have 
helped shape the course and destiny of our 
Nation. 

DEGREES 

Doctor of Laws-Honoris Causa., June 7, 
1954, Syracuse University, Syracuse, New 
York. 

Doctor of Science, June 13, 1954, WiUiams 
College, Williamstown, Massachusetts. 

Doctor of Science-Honoris Causa., June 14, 
1954, Colby College, Waterville, Main~. 

Master of Science-Honorary, June 6, 1955, 
Bradford Durfee Technical Institute, Fall 
River, Massachusetts. 

Doctor of Engineering-Honoris Causa, 
June 18, 1955, Drexel Institute of Technology, 
Philadelphia., Pennsylvania. 

Doctor of Engineering, April 19, 1958, Poly
technic Institute of Brooklyn, Brooklyn, New 
York. 

Doctor of Science-Honoris Causa., June 14, 
1958, Stevens Institute of Technology, Hobo
ken, New Jersey. 

Doctor of Laws-Honoris Causa., June 8, 
1959, Allegheny College, Meadville, Pennsyl
vania.. 

Doctor of Science-Honoris Causa., June 1, 
1960, Columbia University, New York, New 
York. 

Doctor of Science-Honorary, March 19, 
1964, Georgetown University, Washington, 
D.C. 

Doctor of Laws-Honoris Causa., July 16, 
1965, University of Birmingham, Birming
ham, England. 

Doctor of Science, June 11, 1969, Univer
sity of Denver, Denver, Colorado. 

AWARDS 

Certificate of Distinguished Service, 1954, 
National Navy Club. 
AS~eorge Westinghouse Gold Medal, 

June 21, 1955, American Society of Mechani
cal Engineers, Boston, Massachusetts. 

Egleston Medal Award, April 28, 1955, Co
lumbia. Engineering School Alumni Associa
tion, Columbia. University, New York, New 
York. 

International Communication Award, Oc
tober 12, 1957, "Christopher Columbus" for 
1957, Genoa, Italy. 

Meritorious Award, May 2, 1958, Navy 
League of the United States, San Francisco, 
California. 

High School Teachers Education Award, 
June 26, 1958, High School Teachers Associa
tion of New York City (presented at Rhodes 
School). 

Citation, July 11, 1958, Quincy Chamber of 
Commerce, Quincy, Massachusetts. 

Michael I. Pupin 100th Anniversary Medal, 
October 23, 1958, Columbia. University Forum, 
New York, New York. 

Theodore Roosevelt Distinguished Service 
Medal, October 27, 1958, Theodore Roosevelt 
Association, New York, New York. 

Gold Medal of Honor, November 10, 1958, 
Army and Navy Union, U.S.A., Akron, Ohio. 

Bicentennial Science Award, December 29, 
1958, City College Chemistry Alumni Asso
ciation, New York, New York. 

Golden Legion Award, January 24, 1959, 
Seashore Council of the American Legion, At
lantic City, New Jersey. 

Special Gold Medal, April 12, 1959, United 
States Congress. 

Gold Award of Merit and Citation, Septem
ber 3, 1959, Veterans of Foreign Wars (pre
sented at Los Angeles, Calif.). 

Electronics Institute Science Award, Sep
tember 12, 1959, Detroit, Michigan. 

Meritorious Service Medal, October 9, 1969, 
National League of Masonic Clubs, New York, 
New York. 

Golden Omega Award, December 8, 1959, 
National Conference on the Application of 
Electrical Insulation, Washington, D.C. 

Citation for Distinguished Public Service, 
December 15, 1959, American Bill of Rights 
Day Association, New York, New York. 

Award for Notable Achievement, Decem
ber 30, 1959, Advertising Club of New York, 
New York, N.Y. 

A ward for Distinguished Achievement, 
January 6, 1960, Golden Slipper Square Club, 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. 

Citation, January 26, 1960, The American 
Legion, Dept. of lllinois, Bloomington, llli
nois. 

Wendel L. Willkie Award, March 20, 1960, 
Willkie Foundation for Leadership, Indiana. 
University, Bloomington, Indiana.. 

Gold Medal for Distinguished Achievement, 
October 28, 1960, Holland Society of New 
York, New York, New York. 

Patriotism Award, February 22, 1961, Uni
versity of Notre Dame, Notre Dame, Indiana. 

Silver Helmet Defense Award, March 31, 
1962, AMVETS, Washington, D.C. 

Freedom Award, December 3, 1962, The Or
der of Lafayette, New York, New York. 

"Uncle Sam" Sesquicentennial Medallion, 
December 21, 1962, Schenectady, New York. 

International Platform Association Award, 
October 24, 1963, (presented in Wash., D.C.-
a. silver bowl). 

Heart of the Year Award, January 30, 1964, 
American Heart Association, Inc. (Presented 
at the White House) . 

George Washington Honor Medal Award, 
April 13, 1964, Freedoms Foundation at Val
ley Forge, Valley Forge, Pennsylvania. 

Christopher Columbus Award, October 10, 
1964, Columbus, Ohio. 

Enrico Fermi Award, January 14, 1965, 
Given by the U.S. Atomic Energy Commis
sion. 
(Presented at White House by President). 

Prometheus Award, November 9, 1965, Na
tional Electrical Manufacturers Association, 
(Presented in Washington, D.C.). 

Gold Good Citizenship Medal, April 30, 
1966, Sons of the American Revolution (Pre
sented at West Point). 

Franklin Award for Distinguished Service, 
January 16, 1967, Printing Industries of Met
ropolitan New York. . 

The Newcomen Medal, January 16, 1969, 
The Newcomen Society inN. America at the 
Franklin Institute, Philadelphia, Pa. 

The Washington Award Medal, February 
25, 1970, Western Society of Engineers, Chi-
cago, nunois. 

Steuben Society of America, May 23, 1970, 
5th "Steuben Society of America Award To 
An Outstanding American," New York, New 
York. 

Honorary Naval Aviator, July 21, 1970, 
Washington, D.C. 

The General Leslie R. Groves Gold Medal 
Award, November 17, 1971, The American 
Ordnance Association, New York, New York. 

MISCELLANEOUS 

Honorary Commander, 1946, of the M111-
ta.ry Division, of the Most Excellent Order of 
the British Empire. 

Admiral in the Texas Navy, September 22, 
1964, State of Texas. 

The Honorable Order of Kentucky Col
onels, June 23, 1966, appointed as Aide-de
Camp with the rank of Colonel on the staff 
of Commander-in-Chief, Governor Edward 
T. Breathitt. 

International Yachtsmen's Association 
Award, November 13, 1971. 

MEMBERSHIP 

The Newcomen Society in North America, 
1969. 

National Academy of Engineering, 1967. 
Awards Committee, The Belle W. Baruch 

Foundation, 1966. 
Honorary Membership, Western Society of 

Engineers, Chicago, lllinois, 1965. 
MILITARY MEDALS 

Gold Star in lieu of a Second Distin
guished Service Medal, February 13, 1964, 
(Awarded by the Secretary of the Navy). 

Navy Distinguished Service Medal, Jan
uary 17, 1961, New London, Connecticut. 

Gold Star in Lieu of a. Second Legion of 
Merit, July 7, 1952. 

Legion of Merit, February 7, 1946, "For 
exceptionally meritorious conduct-as Head 
of the Electrical Section of Bureau of Ships." 

Letter of Commendation from War De
partment with authorization to wear the 
Oak Leaf Cluster on his Commendation 
Ribbon, 1946. 

"For outstanding service in connection 
with the development of the Atomic Bomb 
as Assistant Director of Operations, Man
hattan District. 

Letter of Commendation, 1945, with au
thorization to wear the Commendation Rib
bon from Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific 
Fleet. 

China Service Medal, American Campaign 
Medal, American Defense Service Medal, 
Astatic-Victory Medal, National Defense 
Service Medal, Navy Occupation Service 
Medal, World War II Victory Medal, World 
War I Victory Medal, 1937. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
yield such time as he may require to the 
distinguished Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, while I do 
not intend to indulge in rhetoric as have 
my colleagues in praising Admiral Rick
over, I do want to agree with all they 
have said about him. I have known him 
for a long time and have had great ad
miration for his brilliance; and his bril
liance is equaled only by his courage and 
determination, qualities which have 
sometimes got him into the doghouse. 

I do not think the United States can 
ever adequately repay Admiral Rickover 
for what he has done for this country in 
developing the uses of atomic power. In 
fact, the nuclear submarine, for which 
he is responsible for the propulsion 
plant, has in my opinion been our first 
line of defense against another large
scalewar. 

Mr. President, that is all I have to say. 
I hope that the proposal to make him a 
four-star admiral will be approved by 
the Senate. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I won
der if we could have a vote on this mat
ter now, unless more time is desired. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield back there
mainder of my time. 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
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HARTKE) . All remaining time having been 
yielded back, the question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the Senator from 
Washington. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

EXTENSION OF SECTION 501 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I call up 
an amendment which I have at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
a new section as follows: 

SEc. -. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, the authority provided in sec
tion 501 of the Defense Procurement Act of 
1970, Act of October 7, 1970, Public Law 91-
441 (84 Stat. 909) is hereby extended until 
December 31, 1975. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the names of the 
Senator from Georgia (Mr. NUNN) and 
the Senator from Rhode Island <Mr. 
PASTORE) be listed as cosponsors of this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the distinguished Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Does the Sen

ator anticipate a roll call on this amend
ment? 

Mr. JACKSON. No, I shall not ask for 
a roll call, and I will take only three 
minutes. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. This is simply an 

extension of the present law, is it not? 
Mr. JACKSON. That is correct. 
Mr. President, the amendment I am 

proposing is not only simple, it is even 
familiar. I offer it here today as I did 
on two earlier occasions, and for much 
the same reason. 

The amendment extends the life of sec
tion 501 of Public Law 91-441 until De
cember 31, 1975, since the existing au
thority will expire December 31 of this 
year. 

Without this amendment, we face the 
very real possibility that the President 
will be left without the authority to ex
tend much-needed military credits to 
Israel in a timely fashion and on the 
basis of interest rates the Israelis can 
afford. 

Mr. President, I would remind my col
leagues that the credits made available 
under section 501 of the Defense Procure
ment Act of 1970, as here amended, are 
to be extended at concessionary terms of 
interest-say 3 percent-not at cost-of
money terms as is sometimes the case un-
der other authority. This is in recognition 
of the heavY burden of arms purchases 
from the United States borne by Israel 
these recent years. 

It is essential, if the uninterrupted :flow 
of equipment to Israel is to continue, that 
we move now to extend the life of the 
current authority granted under my 
amendment to the 1970 Defense Procure
ment Act. 

Mr. President, I am confident that the 
Senate will extend the law it has so 
strongly supported and passed when I 
have offered it before. It was important 
then, as it is now, to the security of the 
United States and to the safety of its 
brave and trusted friend, Israel. 

Mr. President, I would point out that 
this amendment was extended last year 
by a vote of 76 to 9. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
text of the amendment we extended last 
year-section 608 of Public Law 92-436. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SECTION 608, PUBLIC LAW 92-436, 
(SEPTEMBER 26, 1972) 

SEc. 608. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, the authority provided in 
section 501 of Public Law 91-441 (84 Stat. 
909) is hereby extended until December 31, 
1973. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I re
serve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
yield back my time. 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield back my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

PELL) . All time on the amendment has 
now been yielded back. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Wash
ington (Mr. JACKSON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I now 

move to reconsider the vote by which 
the Senate adopted the amendment. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

TRIDUTE TO SENATORS STENNIS 
AND SYMINGTON 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I want to 
take a moment or two, while we have 
an interlude here, to mention something 
about which I know there is no con
troversy. 

During the past 4 days, we have had a 
whole lot of controversy on a whole lot 
of issues which are very important to 
this country. We have had a whole lot of 
well meaning people, well intentioned, 
well reasoned on every side participating, 
but one thing I think all of us can agree 
on in the Senate is that the floor man
ager of the pending bill, the acting chair
man of the committee, the distinguished 
Senator from Missouri <Mr. SYMINGTON), 
has done a very fine job. 

He has displayed, as manager of the 
bill, the forcefulness, the effectiveness, 
and the courtesy which are so typical of 
him and which so many people who have 
known him for a long time have always 
known were his qualities. 

As a new member of the Armed Serv
ices Committee, I can tell the Senate that 
his performance here on the floor of the 

Senate has been a continuing demon
stration of a talent, skill, and dedication 
which he has so admirably displayed 
during the absence of the chairman of 
the committee, the distinguished Sena
tor from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS). 

Senator SYMINGTON took over this 
committee as acting chairman at a 
point in history where there was cer
tainly an awful lot of controversy. He 
spent many, many long, dedicated and 
hard hours, that I know personally about, 
considering every aspect of the bill. 

As a new member of the committee, 
I do not think that anyone has ever 
been treated with more kindness, cour
tesy, and consideration than I was by 
Senator SYMINGTON. 

I know that all Senators join me in 
thanking him, as we near the conclusion 
of this bill, for a job well done. 

Mr. President, I am sure that all Sen
ators are delighted with the return of 
the distinguished Senator from Missis
sippi <Mr. STENNIS) to active duty in the 
Senate. He has always devoted his full 
energies to the business of the Senate 
and we are delighted to hav6 im back. 

Mr. President, I just wante to make 
this a part of the record as to my feel
ings toward both Senators STENNIS and 
SYMINGTON, and especially to invite at
tention to the fact that Senator SYMING
TON has done such an excellent job in 
very difficult circumstances. 

As one Member of the Senate, and one 
member of the Armed Services Commit
tee, I am, indeed, very grateful. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
am very grateful for the remarks of the 
junior Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
NUNN). 

In turn, it has been a privilege to 
work with him. He is already one of the 
true authorities in the Senate on the 
question of military personnel. He is 
able, intelligent, and hard working, and 
I predict a long and brilliant career for 
him in the Senate on behalf of the Na
tion and his State in the years to come. 

QUORUM CALL 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to call 

the roll. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unani

mous consent that the order for the quo
rum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO
PRIATION AUTHORIZATION ACT, 
1974 

The Senate continued with the consid
eration of the bill <H.R. 9286) to author
ize appropriations during the fiscal year 
1974 for procurement of aircraft, mis· 
siles, naval vessels, tracked combat ve
hicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, and 
research, development, test and eval
uation, for the Armed Forces, and to pre
scribe the authorized personnel strength 
for each active duty component and of 
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the Selected Reserve of each Reserve 
component of the Armed Forces, and the 
military training student loads, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I send to the 
desk an amendment and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment of the Senator from Iowa 
(Mr. CLARK), which was to have been 
taken up at this time, be temporarily de
layed, and that the Senator from Kansas 
be permitted to offer his amendment at 
this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that there be a 
limitation of 10 minutes on the Dole 
amendment, the time to be equally 
divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will state the amendment. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
At the appropriate place 1n the bffi it 1s 

proposed to add a new section as follows: 
"SEc. . No funds authorized to be appro

priated by this or any other Act shall be used 
directly or indirectly to provide aid, promote 
trade or cultural exchange, or undertake any 
other form of assistance or accommodation 
with the Democratic Republic of North Viet
nam or the Provisional Revolutionary Gov
ernment (VietCong) untU such time as the 
President shall certify to the Congress in 
writing that said governments have fully 
complied with Chapter m, Article 8, para
graph (•b) of the Agreement of January 27, 
1973; Article 10 of the Protocol to the Agree
ment; and point 8(e) of the Joint Commu
nique of June 13, 1973, all of which relate to 
facilitating the location and care of graves 
of the dead, exhumation, and repatriation of 
the remains as well as to obtalnlng informa
tion on those stm considered missing in ac
tion; and 1n no event shall any such aid or 
assistance be made avaUable unless the Con
gress has specifically authorized such aid or 
assistance by legislation enacted after the 
date of enactment of this section." 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me state 
briefly the purpose of the amendment. 
It merely provides that no funds author
ized in this bill or any other act be 
expended, directly or indirectly, to aid 
North Vietnam or the Vietcong until 
there has been an accurate, complete, 
and full accounting of the Americans 
still missing in action. 

Mr. President, this amendment is in
tended to accomplish two purposes. First, 
it will clarify and underscore the inten
tion of this Nation that North Vietnam 
and the Vietcong live up to their obli
gations under the agreements which 
ended U.S. involvement in the Vietnam 
war. 

Second, it will serve to demonstrate 
to the wives, families, and friends of 
some 1,300 missing Americans that these 
men are not forgotten. 

Eight months ago, yesterday, the Paris 
agreements were signed. Eight months 
ago, the North Vietnamese and Vietcong 
promised to permit us to undertake and 
assist us in efforts aimed at resolving 
the questions and uncertainties sur
rounding the Americans who are listed 
as missing in action throughout South
east Asia. 

For 8 months, the North Vietnamese 
have not only refused to cooperate in 
our efforts to assert our rights under 
these agreements, but they have ob
structed and frustrated our efforts to do 
so. This has not been a matter of hard
ship for North Vietnam or the Vietcong. 
It has not been a matter of honest mis
understanding or confusion. Instead, it 
has been a course of deliberate, calcu
lated, and cynical refusal to comply with 
the clear obligations of the agreements 
and to permit the exercise of our rights. 

I do not know the motivation for this 
policy. Many years ago I gave up at..: 
tempts at understanding conduct which 
is so alien to the most basic humanitar
ian principles and which appears to offer 
no hope for any conceivable gain or profit 
on the part of those who engage in it. 

I do understand, however, the agony, 
the uncertainty, and the suffering of pa
rents, wives, and children who long for 
any shread of evidence which might pro
vide the basis for resolving the unknown 
fate of a son, a husband or a father. And 
I know that for 8 months these Ameri
cans have been waiting and anticipating 
something which was promised to them 
and the entire Nation by the North Viet
namese and the Vietcong. They were 
promised a chance to know what be
came of their men. 

These people _are not naive-. They are 
not living on false hopes. They know 
that the passing of every day reduces 
the chances for survival for anyone listed 
as MIA. And even before January 27, 
many days had passed. But they want a 
chance to have some certainty in their 
lives. They want to be able to live in the 
present and look to the future. They 
want to be able to set their personal and 
legal affairs in order--on the basis of 
fact, not speculation or some arbitrary 
administrative action. 

So, today, I offer this amendment to 
foreclose--to the maximum possible ex
tent--any opportunity that North Viet
nam or the Vietcong can expect any ad~ 
vantage or gain to :flow from their vio
lation and flouting of the Paris agree
ments. Not only does this amendment 
deny any American aid-either direct or 
indirect--but it assures that no funds 
will be used to promote trade, engage in 
cultural exchange programs or any other 
kind of accommodation which other na
tions might enjoy with the United 
States. 

I do not believe it is asking too much 
of any nation or any political organiza
tion to abide by humanitarian obliga
tions which it has clearly and unambigu
ously assumed in a formal agreement. 
For 8 months, Hanoi and the Vietcong 
have ~ted in the most blatant disregard 
of these obligations, and I believe it is far 
past time that Congress act to demon
strate its refusal to tolerate such con
duct. 

I offer this amendment in the hope 
that Congress will consider it an appro
priate means of going on record to de
mand that the North Vietnamese and 
Vietcong provide the full accounting and 
opportunities for verification of the sta
tus of our missing men to which we are 
entitled by the Paris agreements. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 

of a full-page advertisement published 
in today's Washington Post be printed in 
the RECORD. This advertisement, an open 
letter to the President, was placed by 
VIVA, an organization which has been 
active in building public awareness of 
POW and MIA matters for many years. I 
believe it indicates the extreme frustra
tion and torment being suffered by the 
parents, wives and families of these men. 
I certainly find no fault with nor criticize 
them for their anxiety or any expression 
of it. 

But I do believe this advertisement 
serves to provide additional force to sup
port adoption of this amendment. Ha
noi and the Vietcong must be pressured 
relentlessly and continuously until they 
live up to their obligations, and every 
means of applying this pressure in Con
gress, in public opinion, and elsewhere 
must be utilized. 

There being no objection, the adver
tisement was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AN OPEN LETTER TO THE PRESIDENT 
Hon. RICHARD M. NIXON, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We WOUld like to 
express our thanks publicly for the concern 
you have shown for the POW/MIA's and 
their families. We have not forgotten it 
under your administration the Defense De
partment reversed it policy and allowed 
POW /MIA families to ~scuss the plight of 
their men. 

Once informed the American people joined 
1n the largest and most dramatic display of 
brotherhood in our history to help men they 
had never met. This power of public opinion 
lnftuenced the Communists to improve the 
treatment of our men, to which many re
turned POWs attribute their very lives. 

Unfortunately, the Communists are stlll 
perpetrating a barbaric form of mental 
cruelty on almost 1200 POW ;MIA fammes. 
This inhumanity may never be ended un
less the American people are again informed 
and ut111ze the power of public opinion. 

Many have said that all the POWs are 
home. Yet more than 50 men, who were 
known to be prisoners and are still officially 
listed as POWs by our Government, did not 
return home nor were they listed as dead 
by the Communists. Their capture was sub
stantiated by evidence such as a letter writ
ten home, photos in captivity, propa.ganda 
broadcasts, etc. 

Mr. and Mrs. Sparks have a letter from 
their son Don which says he is in fine health 
and has been held for ten months without 
seeing another prisoner. It is fair that be
cause no returned prisoner saw Don that 
the responsibility now falls on Mr. and Mrs. 
Sparks to prove that Don is stlll alive in or
der to prevent our own Government spokes
men from saying, "All POWs are home and 
all MIAs are dead," thereby relieving the 
Communists from their obligation to ac
count for Don and hundreds like him? 

To presume that the Communists could 
possibly account for all M!As is ludicrous, 
but to presume that it takes over seven 
months for them to account for men who 
were known to be captured 1s just as ludi
crous. Would our outrage have been demon
strated more vocally if only 50 POWs had 
returned a.nd 500 k-nown POWs ha.d not been 
accounted for? 

We are aware of the ab111ty, sincerity and 
dedication of our delegation to the Four 
Party Military Team responsible for han
dling the negotl.a.tions and the men of the 
Joint Casualty Resolution Center who seek 
to account for the missing. These men ac
knowledge there has been little success 1n 
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encouraging the Communists to live up to 
the Peace Agreement and that perhaps pub
lic awareness is the only weapon left. We 
have also been assured by Melvin Laird that 
the administration supports efforts to 
broaden public awareness of the failure of 
North Vietnam to comply With the Paris 
Agreement. 

We can only assume, therefore, that it 
has not been brought to your attention that 
the Defense Department has been hindering 
the effective use of this weapon rather than 
supporting efforts to broaden publlc aware
ness. 

This is evidenced by public statements such 
as the one made by Assistant Secretary of 
Defense William T. Clements who labeled 
everyone who distributes bracelets and 
bumper stickers "charlatans". It is also evi
denced by the fact that a spokesman for 
the Department of Defense uses every possi
ble opportunity to urge returned POWs, 
POW /MIA family members, and concerned 
citizens to refrain from making public state
ments on the issue and leave it to the govern
ment "experts" lest they harm the negotia
tions in progress. 

Such actions negate the efforts toward 
awakening public awareness and are com
pletely contrary to the statements of Mr. 
Laird's and those actually involved in the 
negotiations. 

Although only the Communists know 
whether any of them are still allve, all 
POWs did not return home, nor were they 
accounted for. 

Please, Mr. President, don't allow anyone 
in our government to render less effective 
the only weapon the POW /MIA families may 
have left-that of public opinion. 

Please grant representatives of the national 
organizations directly involved With this 
issue a meeting to clarify these discrepancies 
in order that your pledge of support to the 
POW / MIA families be fulfilled. 

Sincerely, 
NATIONAL BOARD OF DmECTORS VIVA

VOICES IN VITAL AMERICA. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I have dis
cussed this amendment with the distin
guished Senator from Missouri and the 
distinguished Senator from South Car
olina. We have made one change in the 
amendment, after conferring with the 
distinguished senior Senator from Vir
ginia (Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR.), and it is 
my understanding that the committee is 
willing to accept the amendment. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOLE. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, the 

able Senator from Kansas and I dis
cussed the amendment yesterday. This is 
a subject in which the distinguished 
senior Senator from Virginia has been 
interested. Portions of the language were 
changed with the approval of the Sena
tor from Kansas. As a result, we on this 
side of the aisle have no objection. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, we 
on this side of the aisle are willing to ac
cept the amendment. We think it is a 
good amendment, because it ought to 
give leverage to the President to get the 
North Vietnamese and the Vietcong to 
live up to their agreement. If it does this, 
it certainly will be worthwhile. We are 
all anxious, of course, to locate the miss
ing in action and to get those back who 
are still living. We think this amendment 
will be helpful in that respect. 

I commend the able Senator from 
Kansas for offering the amendment. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I yield back 
the remainder of my time. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield back there
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Kansas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 552 (AS MODIFIED) 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment No. 552, as 
modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment, as modified, will be stated. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
might say to the assistant majority lead
er that this matter will take only a few 
minutes. I hope the acting chairman will 
accept the amendment. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the amend
ment by Mr. CLARK, which was to be 
called up at this time under the order, 
be temporarily delayed, that the dis
tinguished Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
GoLDWATER) may be permitted to call up 
his amendment, and that there be a time 
limitation thereon of 10 minutes, to be 
equally divided in accordance with the 
usual form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment, as modified, will be 
stated. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to read the amendment. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered; and, without 
objection, the amendment will be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
a new section as follows: 

SEc. (a.) Title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by adding the following new sec
tion at the end of chapter 101: 
"§ 2004. Detail of commissioned officers of the 

military departments as students 
at law schools 

"(a) The Secretary of each milltary de
partment may, under regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary of Defense, detail commiS
sioned officers of the armed forces as students 
Mi accredited law schools, located in the 
United States, for a period of training lead
ing to the degree of bachelor of laws or juriS 
doctor. No more than twenty-five officers 
from each milltary department may com
mence such training in any single flsoal year. 

"(b) To be eligible for detail under sub
section (a), an officer must be a citizen of 
the United States and must-

"(1) have served on active duty for a 
period of not less than two years nor more 
than six years and be in the pay grade o-3 

or below as of the time the training is to 
begin; and 

"(2) slgn an agreement that unless sooner 
separated he Will-

"(A) complete the educational course of 
legal training; 

"(B) accept transfer or detail as a judge 
advocate or law specialist within the depart
ment concerned when his legal tra.ining is 
completed; and 

"(C) agree to serve on active duty fol
lowing completion or other termination of 
training for a period of two years for each 
year or part thereof of his legal training 
under subsection (a). 

" (c) Officers detailed for legal training 
under subsection (a) shall be selected on a 
competitive basis by the Secretary of the 
military department concerned, under regu
lations prescribed by the Secretary of De
fense. Any service obligation incurred by an 
officer under an agreement entered into un
der subsection (b) shall be in addition to 
any service obligation incurred by any such 
officer under any other provision of law or 
agreement. 

"(d) Expenses incident to the detail of of
fleers under this section shall be paid from 
any funds appropriated for the military de
partment concerned. 

" (e) An officer who, under regulations pre
scribed by the Secretary of Defense, is 
dropped from the program of legf!.l training 
authorized by subsection (a) for deficiency in 
conduct or studies, or for other reasons, may 
be required to perform active duty in an 
appropriate military capacity in accordance 
With the active duty obligation imposed by 
regulations issued by the Secretary of De
fense, except that in no case shall any such 
member be required to serve on active duty 
for any period in excess of one year for each 
year or part ·thereof he participated in the 
program. 

"(f) No agreement detalling any officer of 
the armed forces to an accredited law school 
may be entered into during any period that 
the President is authorized by law to induct 
persons into the armed forces involuntarily. 
Nothing in this subsection shall affect any 
agreement entered into during any period 
when the President is not authorized by law 
to so induct persons into the armed forces." 

(b) The table of contents of chapter 101 
of title 10, United States Code, is amended 
by adding the folloWing new item at the end 
thereof: 
"2004. Detall of commissioned officers of the 

mllitary departments as students at 
laws schools.". 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
the amendment which I offered will 
allow the military services to send regu
lar line officers to law school. The need 
for this legislation is unquestionable. The 
Armed Forces must have a basic source 
of career military lawyers to draw upon 
now that the compulsory draft has ended. 
At the same time the legal workload of 
the judge advocates of the military serv
ices is peaking as a result of their new 
responsibilities under the Uniformed 
Military Justice Act of 1968, the ratio of 
career officers in the JAG Corps is sub
stantially declining. For example, the 
Army JAG Corps presently has a total 
authorized strength of 1,560, but of that 
number only 431 officers are in the career 
force. The corps is actually short 53 per
cent of its authorized :field grade officers. 
Similar problems exist in the other mili
tary services. 

Mr. President, my amendment is 
straightforward and is aimed at helping 
to solve the legal mission problem of the 



. 

31998 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE September 28, 1973 

Armed Forces over the long run. Under 
its provisions, regular line o:tncers with 
2 to 6 years of service can be detailed to 
law school in any year the draft is not 
in effect. It is that simple. The amend
ment puts an overall ceiling on each of 
the services of 25 o:tncers who could enter 
the program in any one year. To be eligi
ble for participation in the program, an 
officer selected would have to be serving 
in a grade not above lieutenant in the 
Navy or captain in the Army, Air Force, 
or Marine Corps. 

For each year of training received, the 
bill provides that the officer would be ob
ligated to serve a minimum of 2 years in 
legal duties in his military service. The 
service obligation incurred by any o:mcer 
under this program would be in addition 
to any obligation he has already incurred. 
The total program would cost no more 
than $450,000 a year when fully operative, 
if it is used to the maximum. This is a 
DOD estimate and I think the true cost 1s 
actually lower because many of the peo
ple detailed to this program may be ones 
who would have been chosen for ad
vanced studies in other fields. 

Mr. President, there would be no need 
for this amendment except that Congress 
has routinely placed a legislative rider on 
defense appropriations preventing the 
use of defense funds for training in any 
legal profession. This rider has been 
overlooked with time and has become 
outmoded in a volunteer military and in 
a period of history when the legal mis
sion of all the Armed Forces has multi
plied tremendously. 

Mr. President, if I might draw upon 
one legal shop with which I am person
ally familiar, I can verify the great cur
rent workload of military lawyers in the 
JAG Corps. During the fiscal year end
ing June 1972, the Judge Advocate law
yers of the Department of Law at West 
Point prepared approximately 300 writ
ten legal opinions, processed nearly 500 
military justice cases brought before the 
U.S. magistrate's court, pt:ovided legal 
assistance in 5,900 cases involving such 
matters as adoption, citizenship, civil 
rights, domestic relations, powers of at
torney, and wills and estates, and acted 
as counsel in more than 1,200 claims 
cases and 250 procurement law matters. 
You can multiply this workload service
wide through all the services and get an 
idea of what the legal work of the mili
tary really is. 

Workloads of this size and the elimina
tion of the military draft were simply 
not foreseen back in 1953 when the first 
legislative rider was passed, and I think 
it is high time that Congress endorses a 
new policy .by authorizing a program 
along the lines of the one which I am 
proposing. 

My amendment is no panacea. It is not 
meant in any way to impede the con
tinued operation of the present leave 
program by which a few young officers 
who can afford it attend law school at 
their own expense and without pay. It 
is not a substitute for proficiency pay 
legislation, which I have cosponsored. 
But it does make a start at providing a 
source of military lawyers who will be 
service-motivated and likely to remain 
with their service as career legal o:fllcers. 

The lawyers coming out of this program 
would provide the military services with 
the kind of experienced and balanced 
officer structure which is necessary to the 
success of the Armed Forces legal 
missions. 

Mr. President, the amendment is based 
on S. 1518, which I introduced on April 
10, and I understand that the Depart
ment of Defense supports my proposal. 

I ask the acting chairman if he will 
accept this amendment. It has been 
cleared with the staff. They know of it 
and the need for it. 

Mr. THURMOND. I yield myself such 
time as I may require. 

Mr. President, I have read the amend
ment, and it appears to have consider
able merit. The services have had trouble 
securing doctors, dentists and lawyers, 
and this amendment would enable the 
services to send some individuals to law 
school. The amendment provides that 
they will serve at least 2 years for each 
year or part thereof that the legal train
ing requires. This will give some stability 
to the Judge Advocate General's Corps. 

The amendment also provides that the 
individuals will be selected on a com
petitive basis, which is the proper way 
to do it. Since they will be selected on 
merit, no one can say that the service 
is just choosing someone to send to law 
school. We are in favor of the amend
ment. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
there probably is great merit in this 
amendment, but it could be handled in 
separate legislation. It might be dis
cussed in the committee itself. vVe have 
taken many amendments on this floor. 

I would hope that the able Senator 
from Arizona would give consideration 
to that suggestion, not just ask to have 
it passed by voice vote on the floor prior 
to the completion of the bill. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, this 
matter was discussed in committee-
not this particular measure; it was not 
ready at that time. 

All the amendment does is to make 
clear that we can do what we have been 
doing. The Appropriations Committee, in 
the past, long years past, placed a rider 
on appropriations which prevent money 
authorized and appropriated by this bill 
to be used for educational purposes. But 
it has been done. We do it every year. I 
just wanted to make it legal; and I see 
no reason why it should not be done on 
the floor, instead of waiting until next 
year, when we can hold hearings on it 
again. 

I hope the committee will accept the 
amendment. It is not a backbreaking 
item so far as money is concerned. It 
would simply allow the services to start 
being able to take care of their JAG 
duties. They are at a great disadvantage 
today. In fact, consideration is even be
ing given to hiring civilian lawyers to do 
JAG work, they are so short. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, the 
Senator did not speak to me about the 
amendment, to the best of my recol
lection. 

Is money involved in the amendment? 
Mr. GOLDWATER. It will not cost 

more than $450,000 a year, and probably 
less, because it will relieve the funds that 

are now being used foT this and other 
special training purposes to go to this 
purpose. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. If the able Senator 
from Arizona would agree, I would post
pone consideration of the amendment 
at this time, in order to discuss it with 
the staff, with the assurance to the Sen
ator it will be taken up again today. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I will do anything 
the Senator wishes. The staff is a ware of 
it. They suggested three changes in the 
amendment, which I have made. But I 
would hope we could get a vote on it to
day, or an acceptance of it today . 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
assure the Senator we will get to the 
amendment today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator ask that the amendment be 
withdrawn? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
what is the proper procedure? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent, with the ap
proval of the distinguished Senator from 
Arizona, that we postpone consideration 
of this amendment until later today, 
when it will be called up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
wish to ask the distinguished Senator 
from Arizona this question. Does he know 
what. is the position of the Department 
of Defense? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Department of 
Defense requested me to put in the 
amendment. The need for the request 
came from West Point. I am on the 
Board of Visitors there. They are doing 
a lot of the Army's legal work now, and 
they cannot handle it with the depleted 
staff they have. The request came from 
the Department of Defense. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The staff tells me 
we sent it over and received no comment. 
I appreciate the Senator advising us. We 
did not know. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I would not have 
put it in had not the Department of De
fense asked me to do so. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, on be
half of myself and the Senator from 
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South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment by Mr. CLARK-which, un
der the order, was to be pending at this 
time-be temporarily laid aside until the 
disposition of the Federal pay adjust
ment resolution, and that the Senator 
from Minnesota (Mr. MoNDALE) be per
mitted to call up his amendment at this 
time under a limitation of not to exceed 
20 minutes, to be equally divided in ac
cordance with the usual form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The clerk will read the amendment. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to read 

the amendment. 
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to dispense with 
reading of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 23, before line 25, insert the fol

lowing: 
" (c) Any regular om.cer of the Armed 

Forces discharged from service under au
thority of this section shall be entitled to 
severance pay in an amount equal to the 
amount such offi.cer would be entitled to 
receive in readjustment pay under section 
687 of title 10, United States Code, if he 
were a. member of a reserve component of 
the Armed Forces being released from active 
duty involuntarily." 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, this 
amendment seeks to deal with an in
equity which came to my attention fol
lowing adoption of the amendment 
which was adopted the other day dealing 
with the grade creep problem, which 
amendment was designed to authorize 
the Department of Defense to retire Re
serve and other Army officers in the best 
interests of the service. The inequity that 
came to my attention was that, under the 
best conditions of our bill, a Reserve of
ficer would be given termination pay if 
severed from the service, but if a Regular 
officer were severed from the service he 
would not receive similar severance pay. 
This, in my opinion, would be unfair to 
such an officer and might also inhibit the 
services from making the kinds of judg
ments they would otherwise make in the 
best interest of the services. 

The Senator from South Carolina (Mr. 
THURMOND) has reviewed this amend
ment, along with the distinguished floor 
manager, and has kindly agreed to serve 
as cosponsor of the amendment. 

I might add, parenthetically, that I 
regret that there is not a similar pro
gram for severance pay for noncom
missioned officers in the services. It does 
seem somewhat unfair to have severance 
pay for officers but not to have a similar 
program for noncommissioned officers, 
who are just as deserving and perhaps 
in some cases more needful of that help 
than others might be. 

In any event, I believe this inequity 
needs correction. That being the purpose 
of my amendment, I would hope the com
mittee might accept the amendment. 

CXIX--2017-Pa.rt 25 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, we 
on this side have studied the amendment, 
and will accept it. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, we 
feel the amendment does correct an in
justice. We are pleased to go along and 
accept the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sen
ators yield back their time? 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I yield 
back my time. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
yield back my time. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
yield back my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
on the amendment having been yielded 
back, the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to call 

the roll. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, with 
reference to amendment No. 552 of the 
able Senator from Arizona, we have a 
statement now from the Department of 
Defense, in which they state: 

EFFEcT OF THE AMENDMENT 

The amendment will permit the Secretary 
of a Military Department to detail, on a com
petitive basis, a. limited number of commis
sioned om.cers of the Armed Forces to studies 
at accredited law schools for a. period of 
training leading to the award of a. basic law 
degree and admission to the practice of law. 
No more than 25 offi.cers per Military Depart
ment may commence such training in any 
fiscal year. To be eligible the offi.cer must have 
completed at least two but not more than six 
years of active duty and must sign an agree
ment that he will serve as a. judge advocate 
or law specialist for a. specified period subse
quent to successful completion of the train
ing. This program of lawyer procurement 
would provide a. hardcore source of career 
legal offi.cers who have previously demon
strated their motivation and aptitude for a 
military career. 

DOD POSITION 

The Department of Defense strongly sup
ports the enactment of this Amendment and 
believes it would materially assist in allevi
ating the present critical problems of grade 
imbalance and inexperience a nd the chronic 
problem of career retention in the military 
lawyer force. 

Mr. President, I have discussed this 
amendment with my distinguished col
league the Senator from South Carolina 
(Mr. THURMOND), and we are prepared 
to accept the amendment on this side 
of the aisle. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, we 
will be pleased to accept the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
Senator from Missouri asking th~t the 
amendment be considered again at this 
time? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
am asking that the amendment be con
sidered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, amendment No. 552, as modi
fied, will be considered. 

Amendment No. 552 (as modified) is 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill 
insert a new section as follows: 

SEc. . (a.) Title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by adding the following new section 
at the end of chapter 101: 
"§ 2004. Detail of commissioned offi.cers of 

the military departments as 
students at law schools 

" (a) The Secretary of each military de
partment may, under regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary of Defense, detail com
missioned offi.cers of the armed forces as 
students at accredited law schools, located 
in the United States, for a. period of tra.in
ing leading to the degree of bachelor of laws 
or juris doctor. No more than twenty-five 
offi.cers from each military department may 
commence such tra.1n1ng in any single fiscal 
year. 

"(b) To be eligible for detail under sub
section (a.) , an offi.cer must be a. citizen of 
the United States and must-

.. ( 1) have served on active duty for a. 
period of not less than two years nor more 
than six years and be in the pay grade 0-3 
or below as of the time the training is to 
begin; and 

"(2) sign an agreement that unless sooner 
separated he will-

"(A) complete the educational course of 
legal training; 

"(B) accept transfer or detail as a. judge 
advocate or law specialist within the depart
ment concerned when his legal training is 
completed; and 

" (C) agree to serve on active duty follow
ing completion or other termination of train
ing for a period of two years for each year 
or part thereof of his legal training under 
subsection (a.). 

" (c) Offi.cers detailed for legal training un
der subsection (a) shall be selected on a com
petitive basis by the Secretary of the mili
tary department concerned, under regula
tions prescribed by the Secretary of Defense. 
Any service obligation incurred by an offi.cer 
under an agreement entered into under sub
section (b) shall be in addition to any serv
ice obligation incurred by any such officer 
under any other provision of law or agree
ment. 

"(d) Expenses incident to the detail of 
offi.cers under this section shall be paid 
from any funds appropriated for the mili
tary department concerned. 

" (e) An offi.cer who, under regulations by 
the Secretary of Defense, is dropped from 
the program of legal training authorized 
by subsection (a) for deficiency in conduct 
or studies, or for other reasons, may be 
required to perform active duty in an appro
priate military capacity in accordance with 
the active duty obligation imposed by regu
lations issued by the Secretary of Defense, 
except that in no case shall any such mem
ber be required to serve on active duty for 
any period in excess of one year for each year 
or part thereof he participated in the pro
gram. 

"(f) No agreement detalling any offi.cer 
of the armed forces to an accredited law 
school may be entered into during any period 
that the President is authorized by law to 
induct persons into the armed forces in
voluntarily. Nothing in this subsection sha.ll 
affect any agreement entered into during any 
period when the President is not authorized 
by law to so induct persons into the armed 
forces." 

(b) The table of contents of chapter 101 
of title 10, United Stat es Code, is amended 
by adding t h e follo wing n ew item at the end 
thereof: 
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"2004. Detail of commissioned officers of the 
mllitary departments a.s students 
at law schools.". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 

thank the Senator from Missouri. I apol
ogize for not having an adequate state
ment from the Defense Department. The 
statement I put in the RECORD provided 
that information. It was given to me 
verbatim. 

I think it would be a step in the right 
direction if we could put that in the law. 
Actually, we are doing these things, but 
we are doing them around the Appropri
ations Committee. I do not think we 
should work around, but go straight. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, may 
I say that because of my respect for the 
Senator from Arizona I accept that 
statement, but I thought we would want 
to have a statement from the Department 
of Defense in the RECORD prior to 
conference. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I appreciate that 
very much. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PASSAGE OF S. 2482 VITIATED 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the earlier ac
tion in passing S. 2482 be vitiated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous 
consent that the vote on passage of the 
bill reoccur right after the vote on Senate 
Resolution 171, and that it be in order at 
this time to order the yeas and nays on 
that vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

PAY ADJUSTMENTS FOR FEDERAL 
EMPLOYEES 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PELL). The hour of 12 o'clock having ar
rived, the Senate will now resume con
sideration of Senate Resolution 171, 
which the clerk will state by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

S. Res. 171, disapproving the alternative 
plan for pay adjustments for Federal em
ployees. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the resolution. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I yield 4 
minutes to my colleague from Hawaii, 
the ranking minority member of the 
committee, who has been very active in 
this legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Hawaii is recognized for 4 
minutes. 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I want to 
say again that Senate Resolution 171 is 
not a resolution to override the veto of 
the President on a Federal salary in
crease. There is no question here that the 
President is in favor of a salary increase 
for Federal white-collar workers and mil
itary personnel. However, he says that 
this increase should take e1Iect not on 
October 1 when the statute authorizes it 
but that it become e1Iective 2 months la
ter on December 1. 

This year, Mr. President, 600,000 postal 
employees, all of them Federal employ
ees, have had a 6.8 percent increase in 
their wages. Their wages have not been 
deferred. 

This year, 600,000 blue-collar workers, 
all of them Federal employees, have al
ready received or will receive a pay in
crease, and that pay increase will not be 
deferred. 

That being so, how can we in good 
conscience ask the other 1.3 million Fed
eral white-collar workers to defer their 
pay increase when we know that their 
pay is lagging 6 months or more behind 
the salaries of their counterparts in pri
vate industry? 

Federal salaries follow the salaries of 
private industry. They do not lead the 
salaries of private industry. Because Fed
eral salaries follow those of private in
dustry, the impact of their salary in
creases on inflation is minimal. 

Private industry pay increases this 
year have been in the area of 5 percent 
or 6 percent. To allow the increases in 
private industry and those of the other 
1.2 million Federal employees to go into 
e1Iect without deferral this year and at 
the same time-- defer the pay increases 
for Federal white-collar and military 
personnel is grossly discriminatory and 
inequitable. 

The Federal white-collar employees 
and military personnel who will benefit 
from this resolution number only 3.3 
million--4 percent of our national work
force of 85 million. Presuming the pay in
crease they will receive will be 4. 7 per
cent, I am not persuaded that a 2-month 
deferral of a 4.7 percent pay increase for 
4 percent of our national workforce 
would have any appreciable e1Iect on 
holding the line on inflation. 

These Federal employees have already 
experienced one delay-last year--of 
their pay increases since enactment of 
the Federal Pay Comparabllity Act of 
1970. 

I believe the President was misin
formed and ill-advised when he deferred 
the Federal white-collar and military 
personnel pay increase for 2 months, 
from October 1 to December 1. 

It would be inequitable to delay their 
increases for a second consecutive year, 
especially when pay increases in other 
sectors of the country are allowed to go 
into effect on schedule. 

A review of all the facts mandate ap
proval of Senate Resolution 171. Equity 
and fairness ·compel me to support put
ting this white collar and military pay 
increase into effect on October 1, rather 
than delaying it 2 months to December 1. 

I again urge the Senate to approve 
Senate Resolution 171. 

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Ohio is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, the facts 
are fairly plain. The President and the 
01fice of Management and Budget are 
trying to fight inflation. They are trying 
to fight inflation on every front they can 
find. Sometimes I find that their position 
is not well taken and hard to support. 
But it is a rear guard action. We fight 
from stump to stump, trying to hold the 
dollar where it will amount to something, 
because when we do not do so we take it 
out of the hides of people on fixed in
comes, their life savings, those who are 
trying to get by on small Social Security 
payments, out of aid for the aged and 
their savings. 

Mr. President, inflation hurts every
one but it hurts these people the most. 

Our Federal employees certainly are 
deserving of a raise but, like everything 
else, we are trying to hold the line. We 
are trying to hold the line here for 2 
months, on $350 million dollars, which is 
not an inconsequential amount of money. 
But, even more than that, the psycholog
ical e1Iect of a pay raise of 3.5 percent for 
the Federal employees of this country 
will open the gates for increases every 
other place. 

How can we tell a man who works in 
the shops, "Just sit tight. We are fight
ing inflation. We are doing this for you. 
It is for your pension. It is for your re
tirement," when he has the same de
mands on him as any Federal employee. 

It would almost seem to me that Con
gress is doing everything it can to thwart 
the fight against inflation. All summer 
long we have said, "Let us spend for this, 
let us spend for that, and take it out 
of the military appropriation bill when 
it comes up," We not only vote for every
thing that comes along, but we increase 
it, we increase it by passing more bills 
and pumping more money into them. We 
have had so many irresponsible acts here 
of late that it must mark Congress as 
being totally irresponsible. It came up 
with a speed-up of social security. Every
one ran over everyone else to vote for 
it. But no one said where the money 
would come from. No one said, "We will 
have to increase taxes in order to pay 
for all this, but "Take it out somewhere 
else." It will not even suggest an increase 
in the debt limit. The most suggestion I 
could get was, "We will take it out of the 
deficit." 

Well, what is the deficit? The deficit 
is the printing plant down there that 
prints the money as we try to control 
the economy of this country. By inflating 
our currency, we will be in for continued 
inflation and continued trouble. 

The people that will be a1Iected by 
this bill will get approximately $80 per 
Federal employee concerned, which 
would be the amount they would lose be
tween now and December. 

I believe that if we are going to op
erate as Senators and statesmen with 
some responsibility here today, we 
should say no. 
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Let us defer the question. Let us help 

the President hold the line. He is trying 
to hold it on very 1mpopular items, on 
the price of gasoline, trying to hold it on 
the interest rates by keeping interest 
rates up so that they will not flood the 
economy. All these things have, one after 
another, been discredited. He is trying 
to hold the line by impolUldments, one 
thing after another; so Congress comes 
in and says, "Oh, you cannot hold it 
there, you cannot hold it there, either. 
No way we can do it there," but just 
pump more money in here. 

So that it comes down to: We must 
help the President hold the line. If we 
do not do it in this situation, how can 
we tell General Motors and Chrysler to 
get tough. So, let us sit down and hold 
the line on this. I realize that this is an 
unpopular cause. I have talked to many 
colleagues who say: 

Well, I think the President is right. I think 
we have to hold the line. The dollar iS get
ting worthless. We are being discredited in 
the world because our dollar internationally 
has gone to pieces. But I have too many Fed
eral employees in my State. I am going to be 
a candidate next yea.r. 

This is ridiculous. 
The recomputation aJllendment the 

other day was a good example. Every
body wants to be recomputed. You want 
to be recomputed with respect to retire
ment or salary, whatever it is. You would 
like to be recomputed on the present dol
lar. Everybody voted for it. I think there 
were 14 votes against recomputation. I 
went around to some Senators I con
sidered responsible and I said: 

Why do you vote for recomputation? It 
will cost $16 billion. Where is the money 
coming from? 

They said: 
We have firm assurance that the House iS 

going to kUl it. 

What kind of business is this? If we 
are going to hold the line on inflation, 
this is where we can begin. It is not popu
lar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HAs
KELL). The time of the Senator has ex
pired. 

Mr. SAXBE. I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield me 2 minutes? 

Mr. SAXBE. I yield. 
Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I recall that 

a short time ago we had quite a debate 
on the floor as to whether we were going 
to move the question relativ :; to pay 
raises over to the House and what would 
occur. I never heard such tears in my life 
about the financial crisis in the United 
States, and that we should not under any 
circumstances, until inflation had been 
cooled down, even consider such an in
crease for the Members of Congress. 

I was in on that debate, and I was in 
on the discussion of the amendment by 
the distinguished Senator from Alabama. 
It was on the wrong bill, at the wrong 
time, but it fermented comment all over 
the United States. At that stage of the 
game, we talked about the responsibility 
of the people in this country to sacrifice. 

We have 500 filling stations in west
ern New York that have decided they are 

not going to pump gasoline this after
noon and all weekend, because Con
gress-every one of us-voted to put fa
cilities in the hands of the Executive to 
control the economy, to contro: the price 
of items, to control what things could 
be sold for, to control the fact that many 
people in the industrial sector were going 
to lose money, that employees were going 
to lose money. 

We are saying, "Do you believe that to 
try to control inflation in the United 
States in this particular fiscal year is 
worth 60 days of sacrifice?" That is really 
what we are saying, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield me 1 additional minute? 

Mr. SAXBE. I yield. 
Mr. COOK. I do not know who is up for 

election. Perhaps we have some elections 
in regard to some of the people who rep
resent Government employees. I do not 
know. Perhaps we can compare those to 
the elections that some of the Members 
of this body have to face next year. 

Does it really mean anything to say 
any more in the United States that you 
have to sacrifice to get your house in 
order, or does it really mean nothing? 

Is anyone telling me that if we were to 
poll the people who are standing in line 
to get this $80 between now and the first 
of the year, which would amount to more 
than $300 million, they would not agree 
that it would be a pretty good deal if it 
kept their country in a little better fi
nancial shape? _ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, I think the 
Senator from Kentucky has hit it very 
directly. If a vote were taken on this mat
ter in the cloakroom, I am sure we would 
vote "present," because we are interested 
in our retirement. 

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SAXBE. Not just now. 
We put in butter and we get back oleo, 

because of inflation. 
The thing we have to remember here 

today is that if you go down the road and 
say you cannot touch this, you cannot 
touch that, you cannot bother the Fed
eral employees, you cannot take it from 
there, it never gets done, as a result. 

I think the time has to come in this 
body and in Congress when we accept the 
full responsibility. We talk about con
gressional responsibility, that we have 
given too much away to the President. 

But believe me, the reason the Presi
dent has it is that we do not want it. 
We do not want fiscal responsibility. We 
want to be fiscal junkies. Every time a 
goodie comes along, we will vote for it, 
but we wlli vote against all taxes. The 
same people who want to vote for all 
spending, when the time comes to in
creasing the debt llm1t work like a bunch 
of dodgers. They say, "We cannot vote to 
increase the debt limit. It is the fault of 
the people downtown." I know that my 
remarks will not have a great deal of 
effect here today, because of the public 
pressure that creates some of the feeling 
on this subject. But I know this: That 
unless we assume fiscal responsibility and 

are willing to tax ourselves to pay for the 
things we want, or take it away from 
somebody else whom we have given it to 
over the years, or to increase the debt 
limit every time we have a spending bill 
come up, we are inviting fiscal irrespon
sibility. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on the adoption of the 
resolution. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I am will

ing to have the yeas and nays in the 
cloakroom, if that would satisfy the sug
gestion that somehow Senators would 
vote one way in the cloakroom and would 
not be counted on the floor. The issue 
here is not a popularity vote. The issue is 
equity and the law. 

Look at the rec-ord. The President of 
the United States and his Council on the 
Cost of Living approved a 6-percent in
crease to adjust to the cost of living for 
the rubber industry. They approved a 
7.2-percent increase for the major truck
ing industries this year, because of in
flation and the rising cost of living. They 
approved a 7-percent increase for the 
electrical manufacturing industry. They 
approved a 5.5-percent increase for Gen
eral Electric. 

The private sector requests have been 
approved by the same President and his 
Cost of Living Council, because of the 
rising costs that have reduced the capa
bility of families to make ends meet. 

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield? 

Mr. McGEE. No; I am not yielding. I 
have 5 minutes, and I am going to use it. 

There are 1.2 million Federal employ
ees who have also received this approval 
from the executive branch of the Gov
ernment. The postal workers got 6.8 per
cent. The blue-collar workers got an ad
justment this year, a group that has been 
extensively referred to. But the Federal 
employees are the only ones not af
fected by the guidelines the President 
laid down. 

The petition from our committee is 
that we should live up to the intent of 
the public law, and that is that the 
President's decdsion be made on Oc
tober 1. There is no economist living, 
whom I know of, with all present com
pany excepted, who would pretend that 
a 2-months advance for 3% percent of 
the work force, in an adjustment that is 
going to be made by the President, is go
ing to have a bad effect on the country. 

The policy has been set, the guidelines 
have been adopted, and the procedures 
have been ratified, only they are now, at 
this moment, for some curious reason, 
not applied to the Government workers. 
Equity is at stake with the only group 
that is left that has not been included 
in the guidelines set down to try to pre
vent inflation. 

The guidelines were not set by me; 
the guidelines were set by the President 
and his officers. This is it. We are recom
mending, from the committee, that the 
guidelines be honored. We are not set
ting the percentage. The President can 
make it 1 percent, if he decides. His offi
cers say it ought to be somewhere be· 
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tween 5. 7 and 8.4 percent. But that is 
up to the President. We are merely say
ing that this group, at the back end of 
the line, is already 6 months late. Let us 
honor the intent of the law, which is 
that the President's judgment should be 
delivered on the 1st of October. He de
layed last year; he delayed the year be
fore that. Congress thought otherwise. 

Therefore, Mr. President, it is my peti
tion that this body stand up and be 
counted wherever they feel the most 
comfortable on what equity calls for on 
this question. If we were starting some 
new round of negotiations, it would be an 
entirely different kettle of fish. This is 
the one group that is left. In this coun
try 83 million working people have come 
under the guidelines so far with 5.5 per
cent, 6.1 percent, and 7.2 percent in
creases. This tiny group is all that has 
been left out. For that reason, Mr. Pres
ident, I would hope that our colleagues 
will stand up and be counted and that 
the judgment will be to restore equity 
and to bring us under the intent of pub
lic law in honoring the October deadline 
for this adjustment for Federal 
employees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolution. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
that all votes after this vote, which will 
be a 15-minute vote, be 10-minute votes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, today, 
when the Senate considers Senate Reso
lution 171 to grant Federal pay raises in 
October instead of December, I plan to 
vote against this measure. 

If the Senate approves Senate Resolu
tion 171 and requires that pay increases 
become effective in October rather than 
later, the added cost to the taxpayers 
will be at least $156.2 million for regular 
Federal employees and an additional 
$201.7 million for members of the mili
tary-a total cost of $357.9 million which 
we can ill afford in a time of inflation 
which requires sacrifices of all citizens. 

Federal employees received pay in
creases in January of this year, and while 
I fully recognize the impact on their in
come of price increases since then, I be
lieve all in this Nation will benefit by re
duced Federal expenditures, including 
Federal employees. 

The people of this country reacted 
promptly to recent rumors that a tax 
increase to fight inflation was under con
sideration. My office began receiving let
ters from Wyoming citizens who emphat
ically denounced such an approach, ad
vacating instead a decrease in Federal 
spending as the best way to fight infla
tion and stabilize prizes. 

Inflation will be reduced only when 
the Federal budget is balanced. The Fed
eral budget can be balanced in one of 
two ways: Either taxes must be increased 
to brtng income up to the level of ex
penditures; or spending must be cut to 
the level of income. I doubt if we could 
find a single citizen in this country who 
wants his or her taxes increased. 

The people expect the Government to 
reduce spending. They expect the Gov
ernment to set the example in the fight 

against inflation. I am very strongly op
posed to a tax increase, believing that re
duced spending is the proper approach 
and the responsibility of Congress. Con
sequently, I shall vote against this resolu
tion to grant pay increases 60 days earlier 
than the President recommended. If my 
position prevails and the resolution is 
defeated, $357.9 million will have been 
saved and we will be that many dollars 
closer to the time when Federal spending 
will equal Federal revenue. 

Earlier this year when legislation was 
being considered to pave the way for pay 
increases to Members of Congress and 
other top Federal officials, I introduced 
a resolution to deny such increases. Many 
of my colleagues joined as cosponsors. My 
reasons for opposing the pay raise now 
under consideration are the same as my 
reasons for opposing the earlier pay in
crease proposal: In times of inflation and 
high prices triggered by inflation, Gov
ernment must set the example of the 
sacrifices everyone is called upon to 
make, and Government must reduce its 
spending. 

I hope the Senate will defeat this res
olution and allow the scheduled pay 
raises to take effect on December 31, 1973, 
as proposed by the President. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, considering 
the provisions of law and the basic pur
pose of the Federal Pay Comparability 
Act, it seems only equitable that the in
creases scheduled to go into effect be 
allowed. 

HISTORY OF ACT 

In 1962, 5 U.S.C. 5301 was enacted to 
express the public policy that-

Federal pay rates shall be comparable with 
private enterprise pay rates for the same level 
of work. 

Then in 1970 we enacted the Federal 
Pay Comparability Act of 1970 to elimi
nate the almost annual consideration of 
Federal civilian pay adjustments by the 
Congress but at the same time to provide 
catchup pay increases to be put into 
effect by administrative action to reduce 
the lag. 

Historically the "alternative plan" pro
visions of the act were to provide the 
President flexibility in changing Federal 
pay increases in times of national emer
gency or adverse conditions. 

QUESTION OF INCREASE 

In consideration of the law it seems 
discriminatory to require Federal em
ployees to make sacrifices based on eco
nomic conditions of inflation when pri
vate industry has had reasonable in
creases. We can all agree that inflation 
should be held down, but to single out 
only Federal employee salaries for de
ferral ignores the reality that Federal 
employees are affected by the same Con
sumer Price Index increases as any other 
individual. 

Certainly the facts and equities justify 
implementing the Federal white collar 
and military pay increases into effect on 
October 1 rather than deferring it 2 
months to December 1. 

Mr. DO:MENICI. Mr. President, I would 
like to say a few words with regard to my 
supporting vote for Senate Resolution 
171 to allow civil servants a pay increase 
beginning October 1, 1973. 

Mr. President, for the family of the 
Federal employee, as for those in the pri
vate sector, the cost of food, health care, 
housing, and fuel have continued to rise, 
insuring that the economic crunch is 
with us for some time to come. In the 
next few months we can expect that 
there will be further announcements of 
rises in the cost of living. The Federal 
employee is not immune to this hazard. 

I believe it is the expressed and dem
onstrated intent of the majority of this 
Congress to hold down unnecessary Gov
ernment spending and to follow the 
course of economic stabilization. I have 
spoken repeatedly as to my intentions 
in this regard and I am a ware of the 
feelings of my colleagues. I do not feel 
the passage of this measure to go against 
this intent of Congress. 

Under the provisions of the Compara
bility Act in 1969, it was determined that 
there would be an automatic review of 
salaries paid in the business sector com
pared to those employed in Government 
service. 

Private industry settlements this year 
resulting from collective bargaining 
have, in the main, been reasonable-on 
the order of 5 or 6 percent. The Senate 
Post Office and Civil Service Committee 
felt that business management has been 
reasonable and agreed that Federal em
ployees should be held to those same 
guidelines. 

I would like to emphasize at this time 
that this pay increase would in no way 
affect Senators' salaries or the salaries 
of House Representatives. 

In his message to Congress, the Presi
dent praised the private business sector 
on pay increases by stating: 

Labor and management in the private sec
tor have done their share by acting with 
commendable restraint in agreeing upon new 
wage increases. 

Federal employees have not shared in 
these increases. I felt they should be 
given comparability with the past in
creases in private sector salaries which 
the President has praised. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, what is 
the parliamentary situation? 

Mr. McGEE. A vote of "aye" would 
rescind the President's announcement 
to give this increase on the 1st of Decem
ber, and would return it to the other 
procedure under the law of requiring 
that he make the decision and on what 
percentage on October 1. 

Mr. SAXBE. A vote of "aye" is for im
mediate approval of the wage increase, 
and a vote of "no" is that it be effective 
December 1. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the resolution. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. COTTON <after having voted in 

the negative). On this vote I have a pair 
with the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
PAcKwoon) . If he were present and vot
ing, he would vote "yea." I have already 
voted "nay." I withdraw my vote. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
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that the Senator from Missouri (Mr. 
EAGLETON) and the Senator from Ar
kansas <Mr. McCLELLAN) are necessarily 
absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL) and the Sen
ator from Louisiana (Mr. JoHNSTON) are 
absent on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Iowa <Mr. CLARK) is absent because of a 
death in the family. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Iowa <Mr. 
CLARK) , and the Senator from Alaska 
(Mr. GRAVEL) would each vote "yea." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Oregon <Mr. PACKWOOD), 
the Senator from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
HuGH ScoTT), and the Senator from Vir
ginia (Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT) are neces
sarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Ohio <Mr. TAFT) is absent on of
ficial business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Kansas <Mr. PEARSON) is absent because 
of illness. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Tilinois <Mr. PERCY) is absent by 
leave of the Senate. 

The pair of the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. PACKWOOD) has been previously 
announced. 

On this vote, the Senator from Tilinois 
<Mr. PERCY) is paired with the Senator 
from Ohio (Mr. TAFT). If present and 
voting, the Senator from Illinois would 
vote "yea" and the Senator from Ohio 
would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 72, 
nays 16, as follows: 

[No. 434 Leg.] 
YEAS-72 

Abourezk Fulbright 
Aiken Gurney 
Allen Hart 
Bayh Hartke 
Beall Haskell 
Bellmon Hatfield 
Bentsen Hathaway 
Bible Hollings 
Biden Huddleston 
Brooke Hughes 
Burdick Humphrey 
Byrd, Inouye 

Harry F., Jr. Jackson 
Byrd, Robert C. Javits 
Cannon Kennedy 
Case Long 
Chiles Magnuson 
Church Mansfield 
Cranston Mathias 
Dole McClure 
Domenici McGee 
Dominick McGovern 
Eastland Mcintyre 
Ervin Metcal! 
Fong Mondale 

Baker 
Bartlett 
Bennett 
Brock 
Buckley 
Cook 

NAYS-16 
Curtis 
Fannin 
Goldwater 
Griffin 
Hansen 
Helms 

Montoya 
Moss 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Nunn 
Pastore 
Pell 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
RibicoU 
Roth 
Schweiker 
Sparkman 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Tunney 
Weicker 
Williams 
Young 

Hruska 
Sax be 
Thurmond 
Tower 

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAm, AS 
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-! 

Cotton, against. 

NOT VOTING-11 
Clark 
Eagleton 
Gravel 
Johnston 

McClellan 
Packwood 
Pearson 
Percy 

Scott, Hugh 
Scott, 

WilllamL. 
Taft 

So the resolution <S. Res. 171) was 
agreed to, as follows: 

S. RES. 171 
Resolution disapproving the alternative 

plan for pay adjustments for Federal 
employees 
Resolved, That the Senate disapproves the 

alternative plan for pay adjustments for 
Federal employees under statutory pay sys
tems recommended and submitted by the 
President to Congress on August 31, 1973, 
under section 5305(c) of title 5, United 
States Code. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the resolu
tion was agreed to. 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, the motion is not in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo
tion is not in order. 

AMENDMENT OF SMALL BUSINESS 
ACT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
proceed to the consideration of S. 2482, 
a bill to amend the Small Business Act. 
The time for debate has expired. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
called the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from Missouri <Mr. 
EAGLETON) and the Senator from Arkan
sas <Mr. McCLELLAN) are necessarily 
absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Alaska <Mr. GRAVEL) and the Sena
tor from Louisiana <Mr. JOHNSTON) are 
absent on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Iowa <Mr. CLARK) is absent because of a 
death in the family. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
CLARK) would vote "yea." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Oregon <Mr. PAcKwooD), 
the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
HUGH ScoTT), and Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. WILLIAM L. ScoTT) are necessarily 
absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Ohio (Mr. TAFT) is absent on offi
cial business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Kansas <Mr. PEARsoN) is absent because 
of illness. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Illinois <Mr. PERCY) is absent by 
leave of the Senate. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Illinois 
<Mr. PERCY) and the Senator from Ohio 
(Mr. TAFT) would each vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 89, 
nays 0, as follows: 

Abourezk 
Aiken 
Allen 
Baker 
Bartlett 
Bayh 
Beall 
Bellm on 
Bennett 
Bentsen 
Bible 
Bid en 

(No. 435 Leg.] 
YEAS-89 

Brock Cotton 
Brooke Cranston 
Buckley Curtis 
Burdick Dole 
Byrd, Domenicl 

Harry F., Jr. Dominick 
Byrd Robert C. Eastland 
Cannon Ervin 
Case Fannin 
Chiles Fong 
Church Fulbright 
Cook Goldwater 

Griffin 
Gurney 
Hansen 
Hart 
Hartke 
Haskell 
Hatfield 
Hathaway 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hruska 
Huddleston 
Hughes 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Javits 
Kennedy 

Clark 
Eagleton 
Gravel 
Johnston 

Long 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
Mathias 
McClure 
McGee 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Mondale 
Montoya 
Moss 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Nunn 
Pastore 
Pell 
Proxmire 

Randolph 
Ribicoff 
Roth 
Sax be 
Schweiker 
Sparkman 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tunney 
Weicker 
Williams 
Young 

NAYS-0 
NOT VOTING-11 

McClellan 
Packwood 
Pearson 
Percy 

Scott, Hugh 
Scott, 

William L. 
Taft 

So the bill (S. 2482) was passed, as 
follows: 

s. 2482 
An act to amend the Small Business Act 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of Amer
ica in Congress assembled, 

AUTHORIZATION 
SECTION 1. Paragraph (4) of section 4 (c) 

of the Small Business Act is amended-
(!) by striking out "$4,300,000,000" and 

inserting in lieu thereof "$6,600,000,000"; 
(2) by striking out "$500,000,000" where it 

appears in clause (B) and inserting in lleu 
thereof "$725,000,000"; 

(3) by striking out "$500,000,000" where it 
appears in clause (C) and inserting in lieu 
thereof "$600,000,000"; and 

(4) by striking out "$350,000,000" and in
serting in lieu thereof "$475,000,000". 

LOANS TO MEET REGULATORY STANDARDS 
SEc. 2. (a) Section 7(b) (5) of the Small 

Business Act is amended to read as follows: 
" ( 5) to make such loans (either directly 

or in cooperation with banks or other lend
ing institutions through agreements to par
ticipate on an immediate or deferred basis) 
as the Administration may determine to be 
necessary or appropriate to assist any small 
business concern in effecting additions to or 
alterations in its plant, facilities, or methods 
of operation to meet requirements imposed 
on such concern pursuant to any Federal law, 
any State law enacted in conformity there
with, or any regulation or order of a duly au
thorized Federal, State, regional, or local 
agency issued in conformity with such Fed
eral law, if the Administration determines 
that such concern is likely to sutrer substan
tial economic injury without assistance under 
this paragraph: Provided, That the maXimum 
loan made to any small business concern 
under this paragraph shall not exceed the 
maximum loan which, under rules or regula
tions prescribed by the Administration, may 
be made to any business enterprise under 
paragraph (1) of this subsection; and". 

(b) (1) Section 7(b) (6) of the Small Busi
ness Act is repealed. 

(2) Paragraph (7) of such section 7(b) is 
redesignated as paragraph (6). 

(c) Section 28(d) of the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act of 1970 (Public Law 
91-596) is amended by striking out "7(b) (6)" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "7 (b) ( 5) ". 

(d) In no case shall the interest rate 
charged for loans to meet regulatory stand
ards be lower than loans made in connection 
with physical disasters. 

CONFORMING TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 
SEC. 3. (a) Subsection (g) of section 7 of 

the Small Business Act, as added by section 
3(b) of the Small Business Investment Act 
Amendments of 1972, 1s redesignated as sub
section (h) . 
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(b) Subsection (c) of section 4 of the 
Small Business Act is amended by striking 
out "7(g)" each place it appears in para
graphs (1) (B), (2), and (4) and inserting 
1n lieu thereof "7(h) ". 

AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 
WITH RESPECT TO NATURAL DISASTERS 

SEc. 4. Notwithstanding the provisions of 
Public Law 93-24, the Secretary of Agri
culture shall continue to exercise his au
thority with respect to natural disasters 
which occurred after December 26, 1972, but 
prior to April 20, 1973, in accordan<?e with 
the provisions of section 5 of Public Law 
92-385 as such section was in effect prior 
to April 20, 1973. 

LIVESTOCK LOANS 

SEc. 5. Section 7(b) (4) of the Small Busi
ness Act is amended by inserting before the 
semicolon at the end thereof the following: 
": Provided, That loans under this paragraph 
include loans to persons who are engaged in 
the business of raising livestock (including 
but not limited to cattle, hogs, and poul
try), and who suffer substantial economic 
injury as a result of animal disease". 

LOANS FOR ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE IN BASE 

CLOSINGS 

SEc. 6. Section 7(b) of the Small Business 
Act is amended by adding after paragraph 
(6) the following new paragraph: 

"(7) to make such loans (either directly 
or in cooperation with banks or other lend
ing institutions through agreements to par
ticipate on an immediate or deferred basis) 
as the Administration may determine to be 
necessary or appropriate to assist any small 
business concern in continuing in business 
at its existing location, 1n reestablishing its 
business, in purchasing a new business, or 
in establishing a new business 1f the Admin
istration determines that such concern has 
suffered or will suffer substantial economic 
injury as the result of the closing by the 
Federal Government of a major mmtary in
stallation under the jurisdiction of the De
partment of Defense, or as a result of a 
severe reduction in the scope and size of 
operations at a major military installation.". 

ANNUAL REPORT ON STATE OF SMALL 
BUSINESS 

SEc. 7. The first sentence of subsection (a) 
of section 10 of the Small Business Act and 
the first word of the second sentence of such 
subsection are amended to read as follows: 
"The Administration shall, as soon as prac
ticable each calendar year make a com
prehensive annual report to the President, 
the President of the Senate, and the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives. Such report 
shall include a description of the state of 
small business in the Nation and the several 
States, and a description of the operations 
of the Administration under this chapter, 
including, but not limited to, the general 
lending, disaster relief, Government regu
lation relief, procurement and property dis
posal, research and development, technical 
assistance, dissemination of data and in
formation, and other functions under the 
jurisdiction of the Administration during 
the previous calendar year. Such report shall 
contain recommendations for strengthening 
or improving such progralllS, or, when nec
essary or desirable to implement more effec
tively congressional policies and proposals, 
lror establishing new or alternative pro
grains. In addition, such". 

ANTIDISCRIMINATION AMENDMENT 

SEC. a. Section 4(b) of the Small Business 
Act 1l!l amended by adding after "The Ad
ministrator shall not engage 1n any other 
business, vocation, or employment than that 
of serving as Administrator." the following 
new sentence: "In carrying out the progralllS 
adminlstered by the Small Business Ad
ministration including its lending and 

guaranteeing functions, the Administrator 
shall not discriminate on the basis of sex or 
marital status against any person or small 
business concern applying for or receiving 
-assistance from the Small Business Ad
ministration, and the Small Business Ad
ministration shall give special considera
tion to veterans of the Armed Forces of the 
United States and their survivors or de
pendents.". 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, is a mo
tion to reconsider this vote in order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A motion 
to reconsider is not in order since the bill 
has already been reconsidered once. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, a 
further parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, 
would it be in order to make a unani
mous-consent request that passage be 
reconsidered, that third reading be re
considered, that amendments be agreed 
to, and that as thus amended the bill be 
passed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
would be in order. 

Mr. STEVENSON. And for how long 
would such a unanimous-consent request 
be in order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At any 
time so long as the bill is in the posses
sion of the Senate. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO
PRIATION AUTHORIZATION ACT, 
1974. 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 9286) to au
thorize appropriations during the fiscal 
year 1974 for procurement of aircraft, 
missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat 
vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, 
and research, development, test, and 
evaluation, for the Armed Forces, and to 
prescribe the authorized personnel 
strength for each active-duty compo
nent and of the Selected Reserve of each 
Reserve component of the Armed Forces, 
and the military training student loans, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, under 
the previous agreement, I call up amend
ment No. 519, offered by the distin
guished Senator from Iowa <Mr. CLARK). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will state the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

On page 18, line 18, strike out .. $3,628,700,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof ••$2,971,000,-
000". 

On page 19, between lines 3 and 4, insert 
a new section as follows: 

.. SEc. 102. None of the funds authorized to 
be -appropriated by th1s or any other Act may 
be used. for the purpose of procuring any 
items or services in connection with the con
struction of the CVN-70 nuclear attack air
craft carrier.". 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum and ask unani
mous consent that the time consumed 
be charged equally to :.,Oth sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the request of the Senator 
from Texas? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, the Sen
ate is now in the midst of consideration 
of the military authorization bill. In so 
doing it should be moving the American 
defense program into the post-Vietnam 
era. 

Considering this fact, I find it very 
curious that there has not been more 
serious conceptual discussion about the 
future of our military affairs. This year 
ought to be a turning point, the time 
when we take the long view, and begin 
to chart our requirements for the re
mainder of this century. 

Relieved of the burden of supporting 
de facto combat, we should be engaging 
in a national debate on broad policy ques
tions, seeking to assess the lessons of the 
past, the realities of the present and the 
potential of the future, with the goal of 
a balanced program to assure the 
strength of our Nation and the security 
of its future. 

Instead, I fear we have fallen into a 
syndrome of nitpicking. 

It would sometimes appear, from the 
newspapers, that the most important 
question of our military policy is this: 
how high ranking should an officer be 
in order to deserve a chauffeur? 

For some, the key debating point on 
national defense is simply scissor work. 
The rallying cry is "cut," and the only 
limitation is to make sure that the cuts 
do not affect one's hometown economy. 
For others, it seems that any suggested 
addition is automatically good. 

By the time this body completes its 
action, I suspect that there will be 
amendments to cut every program, and 
amendments to increase every program. 

It is, of course, proper and necessary 
to debate the appropriate level of in
dividual program expenditures. This 
controversy over how much to spend, 
however, is a poor substitute for the kind 
of in-depth study in which we should be 
engaging at this vital turning point in 
the history of American defense policy. 

Where are the goals? Where is the 
overview? Where is the careful consid
eration of defense priorities? 

I have made some suggestions, and I 
would like to review them briefly today. 
But I cannot believe that others in this 
body and elsewhere do not have ideas 
equally good, or better. 

I would suggest first of all that we 
need better coordination within and 
between the various committees on the 
question of national security policy. In 
that regard, I have proposed an Ad Hoc 
Subcommittee on National Security to 
be established within the Government 
Operations Committee. Senator Eavm 
has graciously promised to study the 
idea when Congress recesses, and I am 
hopeful that such a group can be formed 
in time that at least some preliminary 
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reports may be published in time for the 
fiscal year 1975 appropriations debate. 

It is also clear that we need some 
streamlining techniques for studying 
the military budget. Consider the cur
rent authorization bill. The section for 
naval vessels has two lines. The first is 
the title: "Naval Vessels." The second, 
laconic in the extreme, reads "for naval 
vessels: for the Navy, $3,628,700,000." 
Over $3 Y2 billion disposed of in two 
lines. How is one to vote responsibly on 
that? 

We look into the committee report, 
and here we find two and a half pages of 
discussion on naval vessels, but this is 
not in-depth conceptual thinking, relat
ing this expenditure to some specific 
.strategic or tactical objective. 

Or consider an even better example. 
We have the key strategic concept of 
Triad, the mixture of land-based, sea
based, and airborne strategic nuclear 
weapons. Why, then, does the word Triad 
appear nowhere in the bill, and in no 
organizational sense in the report? 

Modernization programs for land
based missiles, the Minuteman ill pro
gram, for example, appear in one section, 
conversion of sea-based missile to MIRV 
are somewhere else, and the B-52 mod
ernizations are in still another section. 

Individually, each of these systems can 
be justified, and each can be criticized, 
but if Triad is more than just a word, the 
proper way to analyze it is in a unified 
structure; it is not three programs, it is 
one, and we will do little justice to our 
responsibility for policy development if 
we view it otherwise. 

If, then, we are to have a rational basis 
for discussion, we need to develop some 
general baseline concepts. I have four 
to suggest, among many. Whether we use 
these four, however, or some others, the 
point is that without a yardstick, an 
enveloping theory, it is difficult and dan
gerous to judge separate systems. 

The four concepts I have suggested 
are these: 

STAGGERED PHASE-IN 

We cannot afford everything at once. 
The current proposal is to modernize all 
three legs of Triad at once. Two things 
disturb me about this, the first and ob
vious being the cost, and the second, 
more subtle but equally important, the 
fact that if all are begun at once, all may 
become obsolete at once. 

This concurrent obsolescence is per
haps less obvious with regard to Triad 
than it is with other programs. For ex
ample, in fighter planes, the Navy F-14 
and Air Force F-15 are proceeding astep. 
The initial cost here is disturbing 
enough, but what really bothers me is 
that these two expensive airplanes will 
become obsolete at the same time. 

Since they are both already at the pro
duction stage, it is probably too late to 
apply the principle of staggered phase
in, but other programs, still at the R. & D. 
stage may be appropriate for this sort of 
thinking, such as our programs for close
support aircraft, are currently under de
velopment by the Air Force--the A-10-
and the Army-the advance attack heli
copter. 

Hl:-LO 

I believe in a strong military posture. 
The incredible cost of modern weapons, 

however, leads me to the conclusion that 
it is both necessary and desirable to mix 
high-cost items in with some that are 
more economical. 

The $12 million F-15, for example, 
could be obtained in reduced quantities, 
with the remainder of our required num
ber of fighter planes with the cheaper, 
but adequate F-5E. Similarly, we should 
balance the high-cost proposed new 
XM-1 tank Wlth some of lower cost and 
with antitank weapons. 

We simply cannot afford to replace the 
$3 mill.ion F-4 with the $12 million F-15 
or the $300,000 M-60 tank with one cost
ing $1 million, unit for unit. 

But we do need planes and tanks and 
other weapons in quantity, slmply to keep 
panty with the Soviet Union, and the 
Hi-Lo approach will provide us with an 
answer. 

I was particularly pleased to see the 
Armed Services Committee add $14 mil
lion for F-5E R. & D. I th.ink the Con
gress should give a good hard look at the 
results of these studies on this light
weight a.ircraft. On the other hand, I v.iew 
w.ith some apprehension the deletion of 
funds for the Navy's sea control ship, 
which might make a very good "Lo" for 
our aircraft carrier "Hi's." 

With the current cost of weaponry, the 
armed services are simply going to have 
to start developing more "Lo's" in order 
to fill the quantity gap. Jane's editors 
now assert that the Soviet Navy is "the 
world's largest by almost any criterta," 
and the reason is that we have priced our
selves out of contention for at least the 
immed.iate future. 

CAPABn.ITY WITHOUT PRODUCTION 

With the cost of weaponry soaring, it 
is not unreasonable to suggest that we 
undertake a conscious program whereby 
we develop a sophisticated weapons sys
tem, while delaying production until the 
system is actually needed. In this, it is 
necessary to recognize that such a system 
might never be produced. 

It does not follow, however, that the 
money spent on R. & D. was wasted. 
Rather, we may more properly say that 
the money not spent on production was 
saved. The R. & D. is always an invest
ment in greater technology, whether 
used in one specific program or not. 

The Brookings Institute, commenting 
on the SALT talks, said: 

In the last analysis, the United States 
brings two advantages to these negotiations: 
its technical leadership and tts superior eco
nomic resources. 

We must never lose that technical 
leadership. With our superior economic 
resources and technical leadership, we 
can quickly put into production items 
that may be urgently required in any 
given situation. 

NEW DEFINITION OF RULES 

We clearly need to reexamine the roles 
of the various services. The committee 
report opposes excessive concurrency, 
and questions the need for four separate 
tactical a.ir forces, but we have estab
lished no clear role definitions that wlli 
serve as models for the consideration of 
weaponry, manpower, and other elements 
of defense requirements. 

In addition to role reexamination be
tween the services, we need a close exam-

ination of the roles and methods of such 
matters as manpower, military educa
tion, and procurement. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The Nation has been greatly concerned 
with the domestic matters in this year, 
and as a result, we have not seized this 
historic opportunity to mold a new mili
tary policy. 

This is regrettable, but regrets will not 
change the fact. I am confident that if 
the sort of thinking needed were to take 
place, we could save the Amertcan people 
substantial sums of money. Certainly, we 
could spend their money more efficiently. 

In the absence of clear-cut debate, 
however, one is left with the situation of 
deciding piecemeal about whether or not 
to cut this program or that. Piecemeal 
cuts do little to assure the defense of the 
Nation, and I shall err on the side of 
safety in the current series of votes
frustrating as that course may be. 

I hope I shall have better alternatives 
in next year's debate. I hope that each 
of us in this body will have then the op
portunity we do not have now: to build 
for the future an efficient and effective 
defense system for the post Vietnam era, 
and for the protection of the American 
people and the liberties we cherish. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages in writing from the President 

of the Un.ited States were communicated 
to the Senate by Mr. Marks, one of his 
secretaries. 

THE FEDERAL OCEAN PROGRAM
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

HASKELL) laid before the Senate a mes
sage from the President of the United 
States, which, with the accompanying 
report, was referred to the Committee on 
Commerce. The message is as follows: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
The past decade has been a productive 

period in our Nation's effort to better 
understand and utilize our marine re
sources. The early 1960's saw the estab
lishment of a firm foundation for our 
Nation's oceanographic research pro
grams. Building on this research base in 
the late 1960's and early 1970's, we began 
formulating policies and carrying out 
plans to derive practical benefits from 
our ocean activities. New marine-related 
institutions were developed, the impor
tance of marine sciences to the activities 
of existing institutions was recognized, 
and their efforts were expanded. While 
recognizing the ongoing importance of 
basic research, I believe that this em
phasis on practical benefits must also be 
carried forward in the years ahead. 

OCEAN INDUSTRIES 

We have been particularly concerned 
of late with the challenge of relieving our 
dependence on marine imports and, at 
the same time, providing new products 
and services for export. Our fishing 
industry has been a special focus of 
concern. At present, we import approxi
mately 70 percent of our fish products, 
in spite of the fact that some of the 
world's most fertlle fisheries lie directly 
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off our coasts. These imports contribute 
a billion dollars to our foreign trade 
deficit. To help protect our domestic 
fishing industry, I have recommended 
legislation :which would permit U.S. regu
lation of foreign fishing off our coasts 
to the fullest extent authorized by inter
national agreements and would permit 
Federal regulation of domestic fisheries 
in the U.S. fisheries zone and in the high 
seas beyond that zone. 

Of the non-living or mineral resources 
of the seabed, petroleum from our con
tinental shelves will be the most impor
tant to the Nation for some years to 
come. I have directed the Secretary of 
the Interior to continue to accelerate the 
leasing of Outer Continental Shelf lands 
for oil and gas production to a level 
triple the present annual acreage rate by 
1979, as long as such development can 
proceed with adequate protection of the 
environment and under conditions con
sistent with my Oceans Policy statement 
of May 1970. 

We are also seeking agreement with 
other nations on a suitable means for 
developing mineral resources beyond the 
limits of national jurisdiction. 

MANAGING OUR MARINE RESOURCES 

Our efforts to improve the means bY 
which we extract resources from the sea 
must be accompanied by efforts to ensure 
that those resources are managed prop
erly to protect their continued abun
dance. In America, as in other nations, 
there is a deepening concern for the ma
rine environment and the welfare of its 
associated plant and animal life. There is 
also a growing worldwide recognition 
that the welfare of the ocean resources 
is of international concern. This concern 
has been manifested in the establishment 
of the United Nations Environment Pro
gram and Fund following the Conference 
on the Human Environment at Stock
holm and in the recent Convention on 
International Trade and Endangered 
Wild Species of Fauna and Flora. The 
Marine Mammals Act of 1972, which will 
help in the preservation of porpoises, 
seals, whales and other mammals which 
inhabit the seas and shores, is another 
significant step in the effort. So is my 
proposed Endangered Species Conserva
tion Act, which would permit protective 
measures to be undertaken before a spe
cies is so depleted that its recovery is 
di:flicult or impossible. 

The need for proper management of 
our coastal areas is inextricably linked 
with the need for proper management of 
our marine resources. Much of our pop
ulation is concentrated on the relatively 
narrow band of our national coastal 
zone. The problems of urban develop
ment and land transportation within 
this zone, as well as the impact of ocean 
vessels of mammoth tonnage, demand 
serious consideration of our entire coastal 
transportation complex-including deep
water ports and off-shore terminals. Re
cently proposed legislation for the li
censing of dF.\epwater ports is another 
key element in our effort to anticipate 
and resolve this problem. 

I believe that coastal zone manage
ment must be part of a program for the 
proper management of all our national 
lands. For this reason, my legislative pro-

gram for this year includes again my 
recommendation for a major National 
Land Use Policy Act, a bill which would 
place special emphasis on the problems 
of our coastal zone. 

I have further requested that the Sen
ate give its consent to the Convention 
on the Prevention of Marine Pollution 
by Dumping of Wastes and Other Mat
ter, adopted in November 1972 by the 
United States and 91 other nations. I 
have proposed amendments to our ocean 
dumping legislation fully to implement 
~he ~onvention and I am proposing leg
IslatiOn to carry out other international 
agreements related to pollution control 
under the auspices of the Intergovern
mental Marit ime Consultative Organiza
tion. 

MARINE ADVISORY SERVICES 

To support Federal marine programs 
and to assist in their application for the 
benefit of the American public a marine 
advisory service has been esta'blished to 
serve as a two-way communications link 
with the public. Field agents of this ad
visory service-"county agents in hip 
boots"-will help bring to the Nation an 
awareness of our ocean heritage and its 
potential for satisfying many of our eco
nomic and social needs. 

INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION 

Problems of the marine environment 
have a unique global dimension. As we 
continue our efforts in the marine areas 
that I have highlighted, we shall also 
work to improve the performance of these 
functions within the international com
munity. We are already making head
way, for example, in advancing the In
ternational Decade of Ocean Explora
tion, the International Field Year of the 
Great Lakes, and the Integrated Global 
Ocean Station System of the Intergov
ernmental Oceanographic Commission 
and the World Meteorological Organiza
tion. 

We have also est81blished special agree
ments for cooperative marine activities 
with a number of nations, including 
Canada, France, Japan, and the U.S.S.R. 
In addition, we shall take whatever ef
forts are required to fulfill those commit
ments made at the Stockholm Confer
ence on the Human Environment the 
meetings of the International Wh~ing 
Commission, and the significant delib
erations of numerous other organizations 
dedicated to fisheries and the marine 
environment. We shall also continue to 
work with developing nations, helping 
them to realize more fully the benefits 
available to them from the oceans and 
generating the climate necessary to as
sure freedom of research at sea for all 
nations. 

Finally, we must seek ways to insure 
that the oceans remain an avenue of 
peaceful cooperation rather than an 
arena of tension-filled confrontation. 
Our efforts in the Law of the Sea delib
erations, now beginning, will be devoted 
to this goal. 

CONCLUSION 

America is a seagoing nation with 
great dependence on the oceans tha;t sur
round it. We can take pride in our past 
leadership and our accomplishments in 
marine science and engineering. I am 
determined that our future Federal 

marine effort will continue that leader
ship to the benefit of our Nation and all 
mankind. 

RICHARD NIXON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 28, 1973. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, the Presiding 

O:flicer (Mr. HAsKELL) laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate proceed
ings.) 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO
PRIATION AUTHORIZATION ACT 
1974 , 

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill <H.R. 9286) to au
thorize appropriations during the fiscal 
year 1974 for procurement of aircraft 
missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat 
vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons. 
and research, development, test and 
evaluation, for the Armed Forces, and to 
prescribe the authorized personnel 
strength for each active duty component 
and of the Selected Reserve of each re
serve component of the Armed Forces, 
and the military training student loads, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the same conditions, charging the time 
equally? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, to both sides. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President 
I ask unanimous consent that the orde; 
for the quorum call be rescinded. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President. 
I ask unanimous consent that the dis
tinguished Senator from Virginia (Mr. 
HARRY F. BYRD, JR.) may be permitted to
call up an amendment at this time; that 
there be a time limitation thereon of 4(} 
minutes. to be equally divided in accord
ance with the usual form, with a time 
limitation on any amendment thereto, 
debatable motion, or appeal limited to 1()
minutes, to be equally divided in accord
ance with the usual form. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object--and I shall not ob
ject--this is with the understanding that 
we will return immediately to the pend
ing amendment, once the amendment of 
the Senator from Virginia has been dis
posed of. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Senator is
correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That will 
be the procedure, under the agreement. 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Pres-

ident, I send an amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

amendment will be stated. 
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The legislative clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

new section: 
GOVERNMENT OF INDIA LOAN SETTLEMENT 

SEc. -. The United States Government 
may not agree to any settlement with the 
Government of India with respect to sums 
owed by that Gove.rnment to the United 
States Government on sales and on loans 
made pursuant to law, unless---

(1) that settlement provides for the Gov
ernment of India paying all of such sums 
owed; or 

(2) Congress, by law, specifically author
izes settlement in an amount which Is less 
than all of such sums owed. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I yield my
self 5 minutes. 

Mr. President, on September 19, the 
press reported that the Indian Govern
ment has proposed, and the United 
States has tentatively accepted, settling 
India's $3 billion debt to the United 
States. The settlement provides for the 
United States to obtain $100 million in 
cash and $900 million to be spent on 
U.S. operations in India and aid to 
neighboring countries. Obviously, the 
United States gets nothing out of the 
second proposal, dealing with the $900 
million. 

Under the terms of the proposal car
ried to W a.shington from New Delhi by 
U.S. Ambassador Daniel P. Moynihan, 
the remaining $2 billion debt would be 
used to underwrite agricultural develop
ment, rural electricity, housing, and 
other Indian projects. This debt has 
been built up over many years. 

So for the $3 billion owed the United 
States by India, the United States would 
get only $100 million. 

Mr. President, a little while ago, the 
Senate adopted an amendment to this 
bill providing for aid to Israel. I favor 
that aid to Israel amendment. My 
amendment is what I call an aid-to-the 
American-taxpayers amendment--aid to 
the American taxpayers, the forgotten 
people. 

In my judgment, it is neither right nor 
logical nor sound to permit an ambas
sador, whether it be the eminent Dr. 
Daniel P. Moynihan or some other am
bassador, to go to a foreign country and 
make a settlement with that government 
to virtually cancel that government's 
debt to the United States. 

That money is the property of the 
American taxpayer. Only the Congress 
can appropriate tax funds. 

The amount involved is huge--ap
proximately $3 billion. Other countries 
have debts to the United States, but I 
am dealing today only with India. I do 
this because the amount is so large and 
because a giveaway of U.S. tax funds 
seems imminent. 

The Government of India owes the 
United States $3 billion. I submit that 
that $3 billion, belonging to the taxpay
ers, should not be given to India, or to 
any other nation, for that matter, with
out the approval of Congress. 

I will not pass judgment as to whether 
the agreement made by Ambassador 
Moynihan is wise or unwise; but I say 
that when $3 billion is involved, Con
gress-the elected representatives of the 
people-must make the decision as to 
whether such debt will be canceled. 

The proposal I have offered to the 
Senate says that there shall be no settle
ment at less than 100 cents on the dollar 
of the debt owed by India to the United 
States, unless 8ongress approves. It 
leaves the decision with the Congress. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I yield. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Is the proposal the 

Senator has made in the form of a res
olution or a bill? 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. It is in the 
form of an amendment to the pending 
bill. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I would feel highly 
honored if the Senator would allow me 
to be a cosponsor. 

I do not think we have the right--! 
do not think the President has the 
right--to give the taxpayers' money 
away. 

If he wants to give it away, let us 
give it back to the taxpayers. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I agree 
thoroughly. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I never voted to 
give money to any nation in the world, 
but we have done it. I see no legal, 
moral way we can cancel debts owed 
to us. I wish somebody would cancel 
my income tax. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I thank the 
Senator. I agree thoroughly. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the able and distinguished 
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. 
THURMOND) and the able and distin
guished Senator from Arizona <Mr. 
GOLDWATER) and the able and distin
guished Senator from North Carolina 
<Mr. HELMS) may be made cosponsors 
of this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I yield to 
the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
commend the able Senator from Vir
ginia for offering the amendment. 

If India owes the United States $3 bil
lion, it owes it to the people of this coun
try. I certainly do not think Ambassador 
Moynihan or even the President of the 
United States should undertake unto 
themselves the authority to cancel such 
a debt; only Congress should pass on 
that matter. As a Member of Congress, I 
would not favor such a proposal. If they 
borrowed the money, then why not have 
them repay it? If they want to take a 
long time, that can be arranged, but 
why should we cancel it? 

Furthermore, India has not been too 
friendly to the United States in recent 
years. I wonder if this is a gesture to try 
to buy friendship. My experience has 
been we cannot buy friendship. We have 
furnished money all over the world, and 
instead of making friends we have lost 
friends because they get angry if we 
contact them about having the money 
paid back, and they feel like using that 
money for ulterior purposes. 

I agree wholeheartedly with the Sen
ator. On this side we are willing to 
take the amendment to conference. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I yield to 
the Senator from Minnesota. First, Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the name of the able Senator from Geor
gia <Mr . NUNN) be added as a cosponsor 
of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I rise 
merely to sound a note of caution, to 
stop, look, and listen. The basic thrust 
of this amendment, of course, meets with 
considerable immediate approval. But let 
me tell Senators what it is about. 

There are approximately $7 billion 
worth of rupees, Indian rupees, as a 
result of sales under Public Law 480, 
surplus agricultural commodities, over a 
long period of time, going back to the 
1950's. Those rupees are in an account 
of the Government of the United States 
and stand as a mortal threat to the eco
nomic solvency of India. 

The effort was made here to arrive at 
some kind of settlement in hard cur
rency for these rupees. Ambassador 
Moynihan just the other day came to 
speak to me about the matter very 
briefly. Apparently negotiations have 
been underway for some time. Previous 
efforts were made. A much smaller figure 
was bandied about in the U.S. Govern
ment for settlement. 

I understand Ambassador Moynihan 
was able to negotiate a settlement of 
about $1 billion. I think that is about 
right. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I think the 
Senator is mistaken. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is what he told 
me, anyway. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. It depends 
on how the $1 billion is figured. The news 
account states that the 'Cnited States will 
get $100 million in c a.sh and $900 million 
will be spent on U.S. operations in India 
and aid to neighboring countries-and 
another $2 billion will be used to under
write projects in India. 

Congress has not passed on that. I am 
not passing judgment, I might say to the 
distinguished Senator from Minnesota, 
on the merits of what Ambassador Moy
nihan did. 

All my proposal provides is that before 
$3 billion in debts owed to the United 
States by India is canceled, the Ameri
can Congress, the representatives of the 
taxpayers, make the final dedsion. That 
is all it provides. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The figures are so 
confusing, because the figures I have 
heard often are far in excess of $3 billion. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. The Sena
tor is speaking of rupees; I am speaking 
of U.S. dollars. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am speaking of 
dollars, too. Also, the money is not in 
dollars. Actually what we got from the 
sale of surplus commodities in the past 
we were able to sell to them for what 
we call counterpart funds-for their cur
rency. Much of that currency is not con
vertible at all. We did the same thing 
with the Italian lira, with the Polish 
zloty; and the same thing in the instance 
of Spain's peseta. All these moneys ac-
cumulate as a result of transactions 1n 
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what we then called surplus agricultural 
commodities. We had agreements with 
those countries that if that money could 
be expended, they would have to program 
it through their ministries of finance, 
so that there would not be a fiush of 
money running into their economy, which 
would be inflationary and might cause a 
scarcity of goods. Some people have 
called it funny money. It is not com
parable to money that has been piled up, 
where it has become a serious matter of 
diplomatic relations and of serious con
cern to the economy of the country that 
held it, strange as that may seem. 

All I would say is that we might have 
consulted on this matter with the Treas
ury Department, or with the Secretary 
of the Treasury, Mr. Shultz; with the 
Secretary of State, Mr. Kissinger; or 
with someone who could give us a little 
more insight than we have now. I am 
sorry that someone is not here from the 
administration's side to take care of this 
case. I know that the President, the Sec
retary of State, and the Secretary of the 
Treasury have been deeply concerned 
about the matter. I was only trying to 
put up a warning signal, so that we could 
hear the other side of the situation be
fore we took precipitate action. I tend 
to agree with what the Senator offers, but 
I know there is another side to the story, 
and it has not been stated on the Senate 
fioor. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I am not 
passing judgment on the merits of the 
settlement. Probably I would not agree 
with the merits of the settlement, but 
I am not passing judgment on that now. 
All I am saying is that, whether it be 
Ambassador Moynihan or Secretary of 
State Kissinger or President Nixon, none 
of these individuals has the right to 
take $3 billion that belongs to the Ameri
can taxpayers and give it to India, or 
to other countries, without coming to 
Congress. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. From what I 
learned from Ambassador Moynihan, 
that settlement was to be referred to 
Congress. The Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry was the authorizing com
mittee of Public Law 480. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Then this 
amendment will do no damage. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. May I say to the 
Senator quickly-! shall not take more 
time-that my concern was that some
body should come in and explain the 
administration's position on this ques
tion. It is a serious matter. I think the 
Senator's proposal is reasonable from his 
point of view; but it seems to me that 
we will need to know much more about 
it. If the matter is going to be sent to 
Congress, it ought to be referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. That is fine. 
This amendment will require that the 
matter be submitted to the Congress. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Very good. I think 
we ought to ventilate the matter a little 
bit. If we do not do that, we may have to 
make another 180-degree turnaround 
and do a little stopping, looking, and lis
tening wherever that is necessary. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
should like to inquire of either Senator 

whether this money is what we call 
counterpart money. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct; that 
is what it is. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Being that, this 
money remains in the country con
cerned? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It was my under
standing, from what I have been in
formed in conversation, that this was 
an effort to take a substantial amount 
of counterpart rupees and come down 
to an agreement on a billion dollars' 
worth, and that $2 billion dollars would 
be left for whatever purposes would be 
agreed on for use. 

As I understand from what the Sen
ator from Virginia has read from the 
press report, he has thought there would 
be $100 million in cash payment and $900 
million available to the Government of 
the United States for payment of its own 
needs within India and for other things 
that might be available in other coun
tries. 

So I think that what we are really try
ing to get at here, and the whole ques
tion the Senator from Virginia poses, is 
whether Congress should have something 
to say about it. I think Congress should 
have something to say about it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair 
will remind the Senator that 15 of his 20 
minutes have expired. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The subject of 
counterpart funds has always bothered 
me, and the fact that these moneys, 
which rightly belong to the United States, 
rest around the world in different coun
tries through transactions known as Pub
lic Law 480. As I understand the law, 
they cannot be returned to the United 
States, but are used to build embassies, 
maintain embassies, and so forth. I think 
this whole subject, as the Senator sug
gests, deserves not a little airing, but a 
lot of airing. I am glad the Senator has 
injected himself into it. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, what 

the Senator from Arizona has said has 
great merit. I agree with him. As a mat
ter of fact, may I say to the Senator 
that, as a result of the concerns he has 
expressed, along with others, in ·years 
past, Public Law 480 has been amended, 
so that instead of going into counterpart 
funds, we go into concessional sales of 
dollars, where there is more favorable 
rates of interest and terms, so that at 
least we have some convertible dollars. 
But in earlier days, rather than living 
up to Public Law 480, we played games 
and we took counterpart funds which 
we used for our Embassies, travel, to 
make loans for businessmen who wanted 
to build plants overseas, et cetera. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD,,JR. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that a 
news article on this subject, plus a tele
gram which I sent to the Secretary of 
state, plus a letter which I had hand 
delivered to the Secretary of State be 
inserted at this point in the REcORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

INDIA MAY SETTLE DEBT TO 
UNITED STATES 

WASHINGTON .-The Indian government has 
proposed-and the United States tentatively 
accepted-settling its $3 billion debt for $100 
million in cash and $900 million to be spent 
on U.S. operations in India and aid to neigh
boring countries. 

Under terms of the proposal carried here 
from New Delhi by U.S. Ambassador Daniel P. 
Moynihan, the remaining $2 billion debt 
would be used to underwrite agricultural de
velopment, rural electricity, housing and 
other Indian projects. 

The debt has built up over the years from 
two primary sources: American grain sup
plied during the fa;mlne years of the 1960s 
under the Food for Peace program, and now
completed U.S. aid loans to India. Although 
the debt is equivalent to $3 billion, it is 
actually owed to America by India. in terms 
of rupees, not U.S. dollars. 

SEPTEMBER 27, 1973. 
Hon. HENRY KissiNGER, 
Secretary of State, 
Department of State, 
Washington, D.O. 

MY DEAR MR. SECRETARY: The attached 1s 
a copy of a. telegram which I sent to you last 
evening. I know the heavy volume of mall 
your office must handle, so I am having a. 
copy hand delivered. 

I would appreciate a prompt reply. 
Cordially, 

HARRY F. BYRD, Jr. 

SEPTEMBER 26, 1973. 
Hon. HENRY KisSINGER, 
Secretary of State, 
Department of State, 
Washington, D.O.: 

The Associated Press on September 19, re
ported tha.t the Indian government ha.s pro
posed a.nd the United States has tentatively 
accepted settlement of its $3 billion debt for 
$100 million in cash and $900 million to be 
spent on U.S. operations in India. and aid to 
neighboring countries. 

The report says the remaining $2 billion 
debt would be used to underwrite various 
Indian projects. I would appreciate a. detailed 
statement as to the accuracy of The Associ
ated Press report and whether this arrange
ment is being made unilaterally by the Ex
ecutive Branch or will its terms be submitted 
to the Congress for approval. A prompt reply 
would be appreciated. 

HARRY F. BYRD, Jr., 
U.R. Senator. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from South Carolina control 
the opposition time? 

Mr. THURMOND. I suppose I do, Mr. 
President, and I am in favor of the 
amendment. I yield back whatever time 
I have on it and we can have a vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
having been yielded back on the amend
ment, and the yeas and nays having been 
ordered, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the Senator from Vir
ginia (Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR.). The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 

that the Senator from Missouri <Mr. 
EAGLETON) , the Senator from Hawall 
(Mr. INoUYE) , the Senator from Arkan
sas (Mr. McCLELLAN), and the Senator 
from Montana <Mr. METcALF) are nec
essarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Alaska <Mr. GRAVEL) and the Sen-



September 28, 1973 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 32009 
.ator from Louisiana <Mr. JoHNSTON) are 
absent on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
lowa (Mr. CLARK) is absent because of 
a death in the family. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Iowa <Mr. 
CLARK) would vote "yea." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Oregon <Mr. PAcKwooD), 
the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
HUGH ScoTT) , and the Senator from 
Virginia (Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT) are 
necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Ohio <Mr. TAFT) is absent on of
ficial business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. PEARSON) is absent because 
of illness. 

I further announced that the Senator 
from Dlinois (Mr. PERCY) is absent by 
leave of the Senate. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from New Hampshire (Mr. CoTTON) is 
absent because of illness in his family. 

Also the Senator from North Dakota 
(Mr. YouNG) is detained on official 
business. 

The result was announced-yeas 67, 
nays 18, as follows: 

[No. 436 Leg.] 

YEA~7 

Abourezk Dole 
Allen Domenici 
Baker Dominick 
Bartlett Eastland 
Bayh Ervin 
Beall Fannin 
Bennett Fong 
Bentsen Fulbright 
Bible Goldwater 
Biden Gurney 
Brock Hansen 
Brooke Haskell 
Buckley Hathaway 
Burdick Helms 
Byrd, Hollings 

Harry F., Jr. Hruska 
Byrd, Robert C. Hughes 
Cannon Humphrey 
Case Jackson 
Chiles Long 
Cook Magnuson 
Cranston Mansfield 
Curtis McClure 

Aiken 
Bellmon 
Church 
Gr111ln 
Hart 
Hartke 

NAYS--18 
Hatfield 
Huddleston 
Javits 
Kennedy 
Mathias 
McGee 

Mcintyre 
Montoya 
Moss 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Nunn 
Pastore 
Pell 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Ribicoff 
Roth 
Schweiker 
Sta1ford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Weicker 
Williams 

McGovern 
Mondale 
Sax be 
Sparkman 
Stevenson 
Tunney 

NOT VOTING-15 
Clark McClellan Scott, 
cotton Metcalf William L. 
Eagleton Packwood Taft 
Gravel Pearson Young 
Inouye Percy 
Johnston Scott, Hugh 

So the amendment of Mr. HARRY F. 
BYRD, JR., was agreed to. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, I move to reconsider the vote by 
which the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President~ I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion recurs on the amendment of the 
Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from West Virginia. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
ON PENDING BILL 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, may we have order in the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will be order in the Senate. The Senator 
from West Virginia may proceed. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
at the direction of the distinguished ma
jority leader, I propound the following 
unanimous-consent request: 

First of all, may I ask Senators as to 
whether any Senator present has an 
amendment which he wishes to call up to 
the pending bill? I know that Senator 
MAGNUSON has an amendment, and Sen
ator HUMPHREY has an amendment which 
is already clocked in; and the pending 
amendment, of course, is the amendment 
by Mr. CLARK, which would reduce funds 
for aircraft carriers. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, does the 
Senator expect to finish that up this 
afternoon? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes; I do not 
think there is any question but that ac
tion will be completed on that one, may 
I say to the distinguished Senator. 

If any other Senator has an amend
ment this is the time to make that 
know~. before I make the following 
unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. M'CINTYRE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I understand that the 
Senator from New York <Mr. BucKLEY) 
has an amendment. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Senator 
BucKLEY has an amendment; I thank 
the Senator. 

Mr. President, I shall make the fol
lowing series of requests, and I hope Sen
ators will wait until I complete my re
quests before they object or ask ques
tions, because this is a bit more difficult 
than the usual request. 

I ask unanimous consent that time on 
any amendment other than the amend
ment by Mr. HUMPHREY and the amend
ment by Mr. CLARK, which is now pend
ing, be limited to 1 hour, to be equally 
divided in accordance with the usual 
form; that time on any amendment to 
such amendment be limited to 30 min
utes, to be equally divided in accordance 
with the usual form; and that time on 
any debatable motion or appeal in rela
tion thereto be limited to 10 minutes, to 
be equally divided in accordance with the 
usual form. 

That following the disposition of the 
amendment by Mr. CLARK, the amend
ment by Mr. BucKLEY be called up, and 
that upon the disposition of the amend
ment by Mr. BucKLEY, the amendment 
by Mr. MAGNUSON be called Up. 

This does not, of course, keep the Sen
ate from switching the order of those 
two amendments, depending upon the 
convenience of the authors and the cir
cumstances, and so on. But for the time 
being we will leave it in that sequence. 

Provided that upon the disposition of 
the amendment by Mr. MAGNUSON, the 
distinguished Senator from Minnesota 
<Mr. HuMPHREY) then be recognized to 
call up his amendment, which will be 
open to an amendment in the second de
gree under the Senate rules; 

Provided, that I may be recognized to 
call up a perfecting amendment to the 

amendment by Mr. HUMPHREY without 
the time having expired on the amend
ment by Mr. HUMPHREY, and that debate 
on the amendment by Mr. HUMPHREY 
and/or my amendment thereto be lim
ited, today, to 1 hour on the amendment 
by Mr. HUMPHREY and 20 minutes on my 
amendment thereto; 

That the bill then be put aside, if there 
is other business to be called up, until 
Monday-there will be no session tomor
row-and that upon Monday at no later 
than the hour of 3: 30 p.m., the Senate 
resume debate on the Humphrey amend
ment and the perfecting amendment 
thereto, with a limitation on both, to run 
concurrently, of 30 minutes, to be equally 
divided between Mr. HUMPHREY and Mr. 
THuRMOND; 

That, at the hour of 4 o'clock p.m., a 
vote occur on the adoption of the Byrd 
perfecting amendment, to be followed 
immediately by a vote on the adoption 
of the Humphrey amendment, to be fol
lowed immediately by a vote on final pas
sage of the bill; and 

That rule XII be waived. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, reserv

ing the right to object, and I shall not, 
because this agreement has been dis
cussed with the leadership on this side 
and with the managers of the bill in gen
eral, I think it would be useful to the 
Members to say that the amendment of 
the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. HuM
PHREY) involves a $750 million across
the-board cut, and that the perfecting 
amendment to be offered by the Senator 
from West Virginia fMr. ROBERT C. BYRD) 
will be, as I understand it, a perfecting 
amendment to make that a $500 million 
cut. 

I have only one concern, and that is 
that there is a request that there be 1 
hour of debate on any other amendment. 
We do not know of any other amend
ments other than the Buckley amend
ment and the amendment to be offered 
by the Senator from Washington <Mr. 
MAGNUsoN) . That is certainly agreeable 
with respect to those two amendments, 
but I would have some concern about a 
1-hour limitation on any other amend
ment, without knowing what those 
amendments might be. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. May I say to 
the distinguished assistant Republican 
leader that we have ordered a sequence 
of amendments today. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I am aware of the fact 
that on Monday other amendments will 
not be in order. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. I understand that, and 

they would have to be offered today. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. But may I 

say that under the request, they could 
also not be offered today. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I see. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Because un

der the request the Senator from New 
York (Mr. BucKLEY) would be recog
nized to call up his amendment on the 
disposition--

Mr. GRIFFIN. In other words, it ap
plies only to those two amendments? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. That is cor
rect. Only to amendments specifically 
mentioned. 
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Mr. GRIFFIN. If that is the under
standing, that is fine. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, I did not hear 
the Senator enter a unanimous-consent 
request on the Clark amendment. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. If we can 
get the other things taken care of first, 
we will try to reduce the time on that. 

Mr. TOWER. I just wanted to make 
sure, because I did not hear that. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I think 
this request is very acceptable, and I 
want to thank the majority whip for 
working so hard to work this out, be
cause a majority of the Members are 
not able to stay until a late hour today, 
and too many of them would have had 
to miss the votes. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, am I to understand 
that no further amendments can be of
fered if this request is agreed to? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. That was the 
purport of the agreement. Senators were 
asked if other Senators had amendments. 
The Senator from Kansas was not in the 
Chamber at the time. 

Mr. DOLE. I have an amendment with 
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
McGoVERN), but we think that will be 
accepted. We are working on the amend
ment with my staff now. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Allowing for 
that kind of contingency, then, Mr. Pres
ident, we could allow 30 minutes on any 
amendments other than those enume
rated, with the understanding that no 
nongermane amendments would be in 
order. 

Mr. ABOUREZK and Mr. BUCKLEY 
addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, is my 
understanding correct that the next or
der of business would be an amendment 
by Mr. CLARK? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. That is the 
present order of business. The next order 
of business would be the amendment by 
the Senator from New York. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. With a 1-hour lim-
itation? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. BUCKLEY. I have no objection. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, reserving 

the right to object, I understand that 
does not involve the amendment by the 
Senator from Kansas, because we do not 
want a time limitation on amendments 
we do not know exist. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. How much 
time does the Senator from Kansas want 
on his amendment? 

Mr. DOLE. Ten minutes. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Ten minutes 

to be equally divided? 
Mr. DOLE. Yes. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Very well. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, re-

serving the right to object, there has 
been a considerable effort on the part of 
the leadership in the past to get the bill 
over today, and I have cooperated with 
some of my colleagues who stated they 
would like to have the bill over today; 
and until very recently, when the assist
ant majority leader was kind enough to 
call me in the dining room, I thought the 

bill would be over today with the Hum
phrey amendment decided on. 

So may I ask my able leader to explain 
what I shall explain to those to whom I 
have stated that the bill in all probability 
would be over today somehow, without a 
Saturday session, that it is now going to 
be put over until Monday? 

Because we have all been doing our 
best to accede to the wishes of the lead
ership so as to finish the bill at the ear
liest opportunity. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The able Sen
ator has asked a question that should 
have been answered by me before the 
question was asked. 

Mr. President, there are 4 hours, un
der the previous order, allotted to the 
pending amendment of Senator CLARK. 
It has been brought very persuasively to 
the attention of the leadership on this 
side of the aisle that unless some agree
ment can be entered into, putting the 
vote on the Humphrey amendment and 
final passage of the bill over until next 
week, any request to limit the time fur
ther on the Clark amendment will be ob
jected to. Hence, that would mean that 
the Senate would have to spend 4 hours 
on that amendment today. 

It was also pointed out that perfect
ing amendments were being prepared to 
the amendment by Senator HUMPHREY
on which there is a 2-hour limitation 
with a 30-minute limitation on any 
amendment thereto--and that those 
amendments would be offered ad infini
tum into the evening; which would mean 
that if we came in tomorrow it would 
probably be an exercise in futility; and if 
we remained here un~il 8 or 9 o'clock to
night, we would still not be able to finish 
the Humphrey amendment or reach final 
passage of the bill. 

Confronted with these circumstances, 
the leadership on this side of the aisle 
felt that it would be the better part o( 
wisdom and be more convenient to all 
Senators, to accomplish the same re
sul~insofar as final passage and action 
on the amendments are concerned-by 
entering into an agreement which would 
allow the Senate to work its will today on 
the other amendments, cut the time on 
the Clark amendment, and put over until 
Monday next the action on the Hum
phrey amendment and final passage of 
the bill. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from west Virginia states the situ
ation accurately. I will be glad to accept 
responsibility for some of that situation. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I will be 
glad to take part of it, too. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, so 
will I. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, I want 
to ask a question. Under the proposed 
unanimous-consent agreement, when 
will the final vote be taken today on any 
amendments? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. That is a good 
question. Hopefully, there would be a re
duction of time on the Clark amend
ment. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator will yield at that point, I would be 
prepared to agree to 1 hour to a side on 
that amendment. Three and a half hours 
remain and we could cut that down to 2 

hours. I would be prepared to agree to 
that. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. If that will 
be agreeable to the Senator from Iowa 
(Mr. CLARK), and he is expected to be 
here shortly, I think we could proceed. 
I believe it will be agreeable to him when 
he gets here, and if he wants any addi
tional time we can try to be helpful to 
see that he gets it. 

Mr. TOWER. I would anticipate that 
I would yield back most of my time any
way. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. That would 
be subject, of course, to the r-.pproval of 
the Senator from Iowa <Mr. CLARK) . Un
fortunately, he is away from the Senate 
under very extenuating circumstances. 
So, then we would be able to take up the 
amendment by the Senator from New 
York (Mr. BucKLEY) on which there is 
a 1-hour time limitation. The indica
tions are that the time thereon could be 
reduced. That would be followed by the 
Magnuson amendment on which there 
is a 1-hour limitation. Then there is the 
amendment by the Senator from Kansas 
<Mr. DoLE) on which there is a time lim
itation of 10 minutes. 

Thus, so far as I know now, there 
would be no more amendments today. 
That would take up a total of 4 hours 
and 10 minutes, excluding rollcalls, if 
all of that time were taken. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. Does the majority 
whip anticipate the foreign assistance 
bill coming up on Monday morning? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. The ma
jority leader has already announced that, 
in advance, and on more than one oc
casion, regarding the foreign assistance 
bill, upon disposition of the military pro
curement bill, the Senate would take up 
the foreign assistance bill, on which 
there is a time agreement already en
tered into. The Senate will meet at 10 
o'clock on Monday next. There will be 
three 15 minute speeches under the 
orders previously entered, and then 15 
minutes of morning business which would 
mean that by 11 o'clock, say, the Senate 
would take up the foreign assistance bill. 

Mr. ABOUREZK. I thank the Senator 
very much. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, could 
there be an understanding that we would 
not have any rollcall votes on that until 
noon? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. That 
could easily be arranged. One o'clock? 

Mr. JACKSON. One o'clock. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Because there 

are Senators who have to come from far
away points over the weekend and the 
leadership has always tried, and will con
tinue to try to accommodate Senators by 
arranging the rollcall votes accordingly. 

Mr. JACKSON. I hope we would be 
able to put off any votes prior to 1 o'clock. 

Mr. CANNON. May I ask the Senator 
from West Virginia the reason for the 
delay, why we are delaying this matter 
until Monday rather than trying to finish 
the bill today, or tomorrow? 

I ask that question, because it was 
pointed out earlier, when we were meet
ing to arrange the schedule, that this 
bill was likely to be one of the items that 
would hold up adjournment and, there
fore, if we do not finish the bill this week-

. 
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end and have the staff prepared to get 
the report ready by Monday, it will mean 
that adjournment will be delayed ap
proximately another week as a result of 
this bill's going over. So I would like to 
ask the reason why we are putting this 
over instead of going right on through 
and getting it finished late tonight or 
some time tomorrow. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Both the 
majority leader and I worked hard in 
the effort to get an agreement which 
would allow us to finish action on this 
bill today. We thought we were within 
reach of that goal. However, it was 
snatched away from us when we found 
out that there were Senators prepared 
to offer amendments to the Humphrey 
amendment, were prepared to object to 
a reduction in the time on the amend
ment of the Senator from Iowa <Mr. 
CLARK) , and were also prepared from a 
parliamentary standpoint to force the 
bill over until Monday by the use of 
quorum calls, and so forth and so forth. 
So we thought it better, rather than to 
"spill blood" in this useless way, to try 
to reach an agreement under which 
every Senator would be spared of such 
waste of time and would know what the 
schedule would definitely be. 

Mr. CANNON. That does not really 
answer my question. What I asked was, 
why the delay, why the desire to delay 
this matter until Monday? 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, perhaps 
I can partially answer that question. The 
distinguished Senator from Arkansas 
<Mr. McCLELLAN), the chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee, is ill and is 
unable to be here today. He wanted to 
be able to participate in this debate on 
the Humphrey amendment, because it 
affects the appropriations process. Some 
of us felt that he has that right and that 
we should try to accommodate him. 
That is the only reason. 

Mr. CANNON. That is a pretty good 
reason. 

·Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 
Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. CANNON. I thank the Senator 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, what 
time will the Senate convene tomorrow? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Senate 
would convene at 10 a.m. on Monday. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am supposed to be 
handling the foreign assistance bill, but 
I cannot get back here until 11: 30 a.m. 
on Monday. That is the best the air
plane will bring me back. I would hope, 
as I indicated to the majority whip ear
lier, that we might come in at noon. I 
have a granddaughter who is being con
firmed and I am going to be there Sun
day night, the Senate notwithstanding. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Make it 11 o'clock. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

very well. I have grandchildren myself, 
so I have sympathy with what the Sen
ator has said. 

Mr. President, at the direction of the 
distinguished majority leader, may I say 
that the Senate will convene at 11 a.m. 
on Monday next. There will be three 15-

minute orders, and morning business, 
so that the foreign assistance bill could 
come up at 12 noon. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. My grandchild will 
love that. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I appreciate the 
majority whip's explanation to the Sen
ate, especially those of us on this side 
of the aisle, which is the one I had been 
told about before, why it is necessary to 
put this bill off until Monday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HELMS). Is there objection to the unan
imous-consent request? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I would 
like to propound a unanimous-consent 
agreement by the Senator from West 
Virginia (Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD), that the 
remaining time on the Clark amend
ment be limited to 2 hours, to be equally 
divided and under the control of the 
junior Senator from Iowa and the senior 
Senator from Texas for the considera
tion of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Sen
ator from Texas? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, do I un
derstand correctly that the pending 
amendment now is the carrier amend
ment? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. That is cor~ 
rect. 

Mr. STENNIS. And that the author 
of this amendment is not here yet but 
will be ready to proceed? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Well, yes, or 
if the Senator from New York (Mr. 
BucKLEY) is ready on his amendment, 
we could be utilizing that time and pro
ceed on that. 

Mr. STENNIS. Inasmuch as the Sen
ator from Iowa <Mr. CLARK) is not here 
yet, I do not think that I will be here 
much on Monday. I hope we can dispose 
of this carrier matter and that it does 
not lose its place on the list. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I appreciate 
the Senator's circumstances, and every 
effort will be made to expedite the action 
on the Clark amendment today. 

ORDER FOR VOTES ON THE FOR
EIGN ASSISTANCE ACT AND SIX 
TREATmS ON MONDAY 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that any vote 
on the Foreign Assistance Act or amend
ments thereto on Monday be delayed un
til 2:45 p.m.; that at 2:30 p.m., the Sen
ate go into executive session to consider 
six treaties; that there be one rollcall 
vote on the six treaties, with that one 
rollcall vote to count for six votes, thus 
saving 75 minutes of the Senate's time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc
CLURE). Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. TOWER. Did the Senator from 
West Virginia propound the unanimous
consent request I suggested? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I think that 
when the Senator stated it, the Chair 
granted the request. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO
PRIATION AUTHORIZATION ACT, 
1974 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill (H.R. 9286) to au
thorize appropriations during the fiscal 
year 1974 for procurement of aircraft, 
missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat 
vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, 
and research, development, test and eval
ulation, for the Armed Forces, and to 
prescribe the authorized personnel 
strength for each active duty component 
and of the Selected Reserve of each Re
serve component of the Armed Forces, 
and the military training student loads, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that time on 
the amendment by Mr. MAGNUSON be 
limited to 50 minutes, with 25 minutes to 
be . equally divided in accordance with 
the usual form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TOWER. I yield myself such time 
as I may require. 

Mr. President, the fiscal year 1974 
budget contains $657 million, the balance 
of the funding for CVN-70, our fourth 
nuclear-powered carrier. Congress in the 
fiscal year 1973 budget approved $299 
million for long leadtime items, basically 
nuclear powerplant components. 

CVN-70 will be a truly impressive air
craft carrier, the most powerful, most 
capable ship that our technology · can 
produce. This is a significant point, for 
our carrier force level has dwindled from 
25 to 16 in less than 10 years. The force 
level is programed to drop further to 15 
in fiscal year 1974. With a smaller carrier 
force level, it is increasingly important 
that the carrier force we do have is as 
capable as we can make it. 

Even more important is the fact that 
when CVN-70 joins the fteet in 1981 all 
Essex- and Midway-class ships will have 
long since reached the end of their 30-
year expected service lives. Our carrier 
force then will consist of only 12 modern, 
broadly capable carriers-8 oil burning 
Forrestals and 4 nuclear powered ships. 

CVN-70 would be a difficult target in 
any future conftict. Critics like to say 
that the carrier is very vulnerable, to 
enemy submarines, bombs, or missiles. 
Nothing could be further from the truth. 
The Nimitz-class carriers are the best 
protected and least vulnerable ships ever 
designed. Added protection has been pro
vided by extensive use of armor plating 
against bombs and guided missiles and 
improved antitorpedo hull design. 
Watertight compartmentation through
out the hull divides the ship into more 
than 2,000 watertight and shock-resist~ 
ant compartments designed to confine 
damage to small areas. 

Redundancy has been built into es
sential systems for command and con
trol aircraft operations, ship control, 
ship propulsion, and damage control. 
CVN-70's structure is designed to pro
vide for continuing effective offensive 
and defensive action while limiting 
damage. 
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The 1969 accident aboard the Enter
prise illustrates the capability which our 
ship designers have provided our nu
clear powered carriers. The Enterprise 
withstood the detonation of nine major 
caliber bombs on her flight deck. This is 
equivalent to about six cruise missiles. 
In spite of this, the ship could have 
operated aircraft within a few hours
after the deck was cleared. Her launch
ing and landing capability were still 
intact. 

When discussing survivability, critics 
should also remember that a carrier 
normally does not operate independ
ently. The task force would consist of 
one or more carriers with a number of 
escorts dependent on the mission and 
the expected enemy threat. The escorts 
could include frigates, cruisers, de
troyers, and submarines. An enemy 
would have an initial problem in find
ing the carrier task force in the vast 
ocean operating areas. Then, assuming 
that the force could be located, the 
enemy would have the additional prob
lem of identifying the individual ships 
to determine which is the carrier as the 
force maneuvers, uses electronic decep
tion and jamming, changes composition, 
courses, and speeds. Identification of 
carriers, in a pack of ships, is an im
mensely more difficult problem than 
one would think. A hostile submarine 
would have to maneuver to firing posi
tion, which may be extremely difficult 
if the carrier is moving at high speed. 

Hostile air, surface, and submarine 
forces can be detected long. before they 
enter the carrier's operating area. The 
launch of a missile can be detected by 
various carrier escort, and aircraft sen
sors. Thus, a would-be attacker must 
penetrate a defense in depth comprised 
of various combinations of aircraft, sur
face ships, and submarines. 

The task force has a number of de
fenses that can engage the enemy be
fore he launches his weapons, after they 
are launched, and during their flight. 
The first line of defense is the detection 
and destruction of the delivery vehicles
surface ship, submarine, or aircraft. The 
guided missiles themselves become the 
primary target in the second defensive 
phase. Some of these missiles are com
parable in general size and performance 
to aircraft, and are therefore vulnerable 
to the task force's antiaircraft defenses. 
To reach the carrier, the antiship mis
siles must evade fighter aircraft, and 
then successfully penetrate the surface
to-air missile defenses of the screening 
guided missile ships in the task force. 
Finally, any surviving enemy missiles 
are exposed to the highly effective fire 
o~ short range, point defense missiles, 
and to automatic gun fire from ships of 
the task force. 

The guided missile threat to the car
rier is not a new threat. In World War 
II, the Japanese launched over 2,000 
aircraft in kamikaze attacks against the 
U.S. fleet. These aircraft carried bombs 
which made them roughly equivalent 
to a modern guided missile. They were 
slower than modern guided missiles, but 
so were the weapons that we had to de
feat them with, so the odds tend to 
balance out. Despite the fact that the 

Japanese launched as many kamikazes 
as they did, and despite the fact that the 
carrier was their prime objective, not a 
single attack carrier was sunk by them, 
despite the fact that their guidance 
system-the human brain-represents 
the most sophisticated guidance system 
possible. 

Mr. President, I might add a note of 
personal experience. In the battle of Oki
nawa during World War II, I saw kami
kaze aircraft hit a carrier. It damaged 
the carrier, but the carrier continued its 
launch and recover mission. 

In summary, while nothing is invul
nerable, the part of the world's surface 
that is represented by CVN-70 will be the 
strongest piece of real estate that we can 
put together. A direct hit will have pre
dictable results on an airfield, or a city. 
The carrier, however, being mobile, is a 
much more difficult targeting problem. 
It appears that the logic is not lost on the 
Russians, as they build their :first true 
aircraft carriers, patterned, of course, 
for their own specific naval strategy. 

Some argue that the cost of the $956 
million CVN-70 will be closer to $3 bil
lion, because of the support vessels and 
aircraft which the carrier will require. 
But they evidently do ·not understand 
how the Navy plans its force levels. The 
Navy currently has in being escort and 
support ships and aircraft for the car
riers it is now operating. CVN-70 will not 
increase the number of carriers in serv
ice, rather, it will replace one of our 
older existing carriers in order to main
tain a modern carrier force. Therefore, 
it will not be necessary to acquire addi
tional ships and aircraft just to support 
CVN-70 when it joins the :fleet-though 
modernization of escort ships will even
tually occur-regardless of the status of 
CVN-70. 

While it is true that over the life of 
CVN-70 there will be other and newer 
aircraft fly from her decks, this factor 
is not a detriment but rather demon
strates the inherent flexibility and value 
of these vital ships. CVN-70 can accept 
and operate improved aircraft when they 
become available and are required to 
meet changing threats, thus maintaining 
a viable combat capability over a period 
of 30 years. Only naval forces provide 
this :flexibility. 

It is also well to note that our primary 
advantage over the Soviet navy lies in 
the sea-based air superiority provided by 
our carrier forces. If we allow forces to 
degrade due to age and obsolescence, we 
will have to procure many more surface 
escorts to keep our sea lines open-lines 
over which a significant part of our badly 
needed energy supply must travel. With
out a viable carrier force, it is doubtful 
if these lines could be defended. 

Of all the types of ships that could be 
built, only the aircraft carrier can oper
ate the modern, high performance air
craft needed to maintain our sea lines 
against concentrated enemy attack. The 
sophisticated protective systems built 
into CVN-70 provide greater combat sur-
vivability than those for other types of 
surface ships. The carrier's aircraft pro
vide a greater range and depth of de
fensive firepower than any other ship in 
the world. 

Continued construction of CVN-70. 
represents the minimum modernization 
etfort required to maintain a modem 
force of 12 aircraft carriers when she 
joins the :fleet. As the Navy's fourth nu
clear-powered aircraft carrier, CVN-7() 
will permit a :fiexible and rapid response 
to any contingency. Without CVN-70, the 
Navy will have to look to a future with
out sufiicient airpower at sea to carry out. 
its mission with any assurance of success. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I urge that. 
the amendment of the Senator from Iowa 
be rejected. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TOWER. I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
rise to oppose the amendment by the 
Senator from Iowa, but I believe some 
explanation is necessary on my part be
cause I have written and spoken on the 
subject of tactical air across this coun
try and I have observed in my writings 
and in my speeches that the aircraft. 
carrier, in my opinion, can se·e the end of 
the tunnel. 

I am going to vote against the amend
ment because I do not believe we should 
stop this fourth nuclear carrier. We have 
to maintain the force we have and as 
long as the National Security Council. 
the President of the United States, and 
the Joint Chiefs see a need for carriers 
we should supply them with the best. 

But if I remain in this body and an
other carrier is ever suggested, I shall 
not vote for it for personal reasons that 
I have expressed. 

I feel that tactical air some day will 
be of such duration and the possibilities 
will be such that we can provide naval 
tactical cover by ground based fighters. 
So I am going to oppose the amendment 
of the Senator from Iowa and I shall 
oppose it very strongly. 

When we have spent three-fourths of 
the money needed to build any weapons 
system, I do not believe it is wise to stop 
that system. We have had extended de
bate on the SAM-D and F-14; we had 
an attempt in the committee on the B-1. 
I think all of these efforts are mistakes. 

The committee expressed its interest 
in this system. I think it is a wise ex
penditure. Even though I would not vote 
for the construction of another one, I 
do want to see this one completed. 

Mr. TOWER. I thank the Senator for 
his remarks. Knowing that he is an old 
Air Force man, I know he is inclined 
from time to time to look with a jaun
diced eye on the carrier forces in the 
Navy. I do appreciate his statements, and 
I am sure they will have great weight 
in this debate. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TOWER. I yield. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. I know that the 

Senator is a Navy man and from time to 
time he looks with a jaundiced eye on the 
Air Force. I can understand that. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, would the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I might say that I 
have flown from aircraft carriers and I 
have the highest respect in the world for 
any aviator who takes off in these high 
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performance aircraft from the carrier 
and returns. As a ground based pilot, 
even if I could lose 45 years quickly, I 
do not know if I would have the courage 
to try it; I do not know if I could land it. 
I respect the Navy and the pilots on the 
carriers, but I think the carriers have 
had it, as far as I am concerned. 

Mr. TOWER. I thank the Senator. I 
do not view the Air Force with a jaun
diced eye. There are 25 Air Force Bases 
in Texas and we are delighted to have 
them there. I have always supported 
new forces for the Air Force and I shall 
continue to do so. We have to have the 
F-15 and the B-1. I certainly will sup
port advance systems for the Air Force 
any time it can be demonstrated they 
are needed by that organization. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 
whatever time the distinguished Sen
ator from Mississippi, the chairman of 
the committee, may request. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me for 7 minutes? 

Mr. TOWER. I yield 7 minutes to the 
Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
from Texas. 

I can add very little, if anything, Mr. 
President, to what has been said al
ready. The Senator from Texas is well 
versed, indeed, on this carrier. The Sen
ator from Arizona has made a very im
pressive statement with respect to 
putting a value on this carrier. 

Let me say this to Members who have 
not been here and who have not heard 
the debate and who have not had a 
chance, perhaps, to get into this ques
tion in depth, as much as they would 
like to do. 

The plan was to build three modern 
nuclear-powered carriers. They took the 
name CV AN-68, CV AN-69, and CV AN-70. 
This is the third and last one, now desig
nated CV AN-70. It is in the bill. 

The carriers were sharply challenged 
and 3 years ago a joint committee of the 
House and the Senate was set up by a 
resolution, and the joint committee was 
directed to make an in-depth study of the 
facts and to make recommendations. 

Those who served on the committee 
were the Senator from Missouri <Mr. 
SYMINGTON), the Senator from Wash
ington (Mr. JACKSON), the Senator from 
South Carolina <Mr. THURMOND), the 
Senator from Texas (Mr. ToWER), and 
the then Senator from California <Mr. 
Murphy) . I was the other member from 
the Senate. The House chose Represent
ative BENNETT, of Florida; Representa
tive STRATTON, of New York; and then 
Representative STAFFORD, of Vermont, 
who is now a Member of this body. 

A most intense study was conducted 
by the staff, which included additional 
staff members beyond the ordinary staff. 
Hearings were conducted. We did not 
confine ourselves by any means to the 
Department of Defense and the Navy 
views but carefully selected outside wit
nesses, people versed in this field, and 
took testimony. After the fullest con
sideration, and arguing among our
selves-we were not unanimous, as I re
call; the Senator from Missouri was the 

only one in the minority-all others rec
ommended that these carriers proceed. 
That was in April 1970, over 3 years ago, 
and the Congress took that recommen
dation-! believe one of those carriers 
had already had leadtime money at that 
tim~and the first two, 68 and 69, are 
now under construction. Sixty-eight will 
be delivered September 1973 plus 6 
months, and it is almost completed. That 
6 months is the slippage. The second one, 
69, will be delivered 21 months after the 
68. And long leadtime items for the 70 
have already been authorized-money 
spent-$299 million has been appropriat
ed, and up to $100 million of that money 
could not be recovered if we do not pro
ceed. 

That is what this amendment pro
poses. It is very simple in its wording. 
It just strikes out $657 million that is 
in the bill now, and that is estimated 
to be the amount that will complete 
funding "of this carrier. 

We did delay this new carrier some
what. We were going to save money. Some 
persons who were for the three new car
riers thought we would delay this one 
and save money. The economy went the 
other way. Inflation hit it and the price 
ran up somewhat, but not in a great 
excess. 

Based on the way I see and feel and 
evaluate the place of a carrier-and I 
am not talking about it as a military 
man-while the Polaris, Poseidon, and 
Trident are our No.1 strategic deterrent, 
based on their capacity, the carrier is 
No. 1 of the surface instruments, as I 
see it, as a deterrent. 

We are right in the heart of things 
now where we get to the deterrent. 

As these carriers come and go in the 
Mediterranean, the Nortl.L Sea, the At
lr..ntic, the Pacific, around the Taiwan 
area, Japan, and el&ewhere in the 
world-and they can be moved about, as 
we all know, like checkers on a board
they have a tremendous infiuence in the 
thinking of the people of those nations. 
We do not make threaU;, but even the 
most uninformed person in those coun
tries knows what those carriers ca:1 do. 
He knows the average one carries 90 to 
100 aircraft of various kinds. He knows 
they have a tremendous influence in the 
other side of the world. And as they 
plow through the sea with their support
ing forces, I think they are the most ef
fective deterring influence in our favor 
that we have and are of incomparable 
value in this field. 

Take the Mediterranean Sea alone. 
Say what you will, since the end of 
World Warn our foreign policy in that 
area of the world anC: in Western Eu
rope has been highly successful. 

I believe the carriers made a difference 
in the possible outbreak of wars more 
than once and have stabilized things. 
We have not abused t~1e technical skill 
and knowhow which we and other na-

. tions have developed. The time will still 
come for the nations which have not 
beer tc. the front yet, those that are not 
so skilled or do not have so much of 
their own :::-esources. 

I believe a great deal of this progress 
is due to the magnificent power that is 
ever ready, but has never been abused, 

as I see it, in that part of the world 
since World War II. These carriers have 
been built in light of that war. 

I think we ought to put our money 
into the best weapons, in certain areas, 
that money can buy. I would rather 
have a few of the very best than to have 
many of those that might be second 
best. This time we have also had to cope 
with modern planes for the carriers. Just 
the other day-I could not be present 
myself-the Senate voted to provide 
money for the F-14, so that our carriers 
could have the best weapons as we saw 
it. 

It is thought that with four nuclear 
powered carriers, we shall have two for 
each side of the world, if it is desired 
to spread t~"lem that way. But there will 
be three that are ready to go at any 
given time. All of them have to go to the 
shop, just like anything else that is made 
with human hands. But we will have 
three at sea at all time, as a minimum; 
and we will have four nuclear carriers 
if we want to have them at sea most of 
the time. 

I do not see, with all deference, how 
a.nyone can say that we should turn back 
now and throw away the plan we adopted 
and agreed on after this investigation, 
and throw away $100 million, or approxi
mately that. 

The situation is very much the same as 
when we started the first three, except 
that we were engaged in a war in South 
Vietnam. These are the minimum forces. 
We will have a total of 12 carriers-four 
nuclear and a total of 12. We now have 16 
carriers, but two are in the process of 
being retired. In the 16, we have an ear
lier nuclear carrier, the Enterprise, then 
8 of the Forrestal class-a relatively 
modern type--and 7 of the old World 
War II carriers. Unquestionably that 
is a formidable, effective armada of 
strength to be a deterrent day and night, 
365 days and nights of every year, except 
leap year, and in that case one day and 
one night more. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. Mc
CLURE). The Senator from South Car
olina is recognized. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the nuclear carrier, known 
as CVN-70, and the Navy's :fiscal 1974 
fund request for $657 million. I oppose 
the pending amendment not only because 
I believe our country needs this nuclear 
powered aircraft carrier, but because an 
attempt is being made to cancel a major 
weapons system after the Congress indi
cated its approval of CVN-70 by previ
ously authorizing and appropriating al
most $300 million. 

Mr. President, the merits of CVN-70 
have been discussed many times in the 
Senate, and it may be recalled that last 
year during the debate on this bill a sim
ilar amendment was offered by my dis
tinguished committee colleague, Mr. 
SAXBE. That particular amendment would 
have denied the initial funding for CVN-
70 of $299 million, but it was defeated 29 
to 60 on July 26, 1972. However, I might 
add, Mr. President, that was the proper 
time to debate the merits of CVN-70. It 
was the proper time because the program 
was just beginning. The end result was 



32014 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 28, 1973 

that the majority of the Senate thought 
the program should proceed. 

Now, more than a year later we find 
ourselves going over the same arguments 
on the pros and cons of CVN-70 in par
ticular and of aircraft carriers in general. 
Frankly, I do not see that anything has 
changed the situation in any way that 
lessens the requirement for CVN-70. In 
fact, with our increasing trend toward 
isolationism I believe the requirement for 
CVN-70 has actually increased. 

What really disturbs me the most is 
our increasing tendency to try and can
cel programs long after they have been 
underway. For CVN-70, the cost to can
cel, which includes what has been spent 
thus far, would not be a large 2.mount 
relative to the total cost but, neverthe
less, Navy estimates those costs to be 
between $60 and $100 million. Whatever 
the amount might be it would represent 
an expenditure of taxpayer dollars that 
could not be recovered. That, to me, is 
the wrong way to treat the taxpayer's 
dollars. 

The proponents of the pending amend
ment will argue that since the entire $956 
million is a wasteful expenditure, it will 
be worth it if we can get out of the pro
gram for only about a 10-percent loss, or 
$100 million. 

Mr. President, I argue that the $956 
million is not a wasteful expenditure and 
I would point out that, based on an 
analysis of the vote against Mr. SAXBE's 
amendment, 59 of my colleagues agreed 
that CVN-70 was necessary. This year, 
during consideration of the bill by the 
Armed Services Committee no amend
ments to reduce CVN-70 were offered 
and the full amount requested was ap
proved. In this report the committee 
stated, 

Aircraft carriers are indispensable com
ponents of United States naval strength now 
and for the foreseeable future. The carriers 
provide essential sea based capabillty to de
fend the worldwide sea lanes so vital to our 
national economy and survival. With there
duction of overseas bases and forces, aircraft 
carriers operating in international waters 
provide a mobile capabillty to employ effec
tive and credible naval power, under com
plete and unquestioned United States con
trol, to meet any vital national interests. 

Again, I would like to emphasize the 
point that the Congress as a whole after 
proper debate and discussion and after 
initially funding for a particular system 
or program should in subsequent years 
support the funding required to complete 
that system or program. I would qualify 
my observation by adding that subse
quent year funding would not necessarily 
apply if the program incurred significant 
and unacceptable changes. 

Regarding further justification and 
review of the CVN-70 program, I was 
privileged in 1970 to have been a member 
of a Joint Senate-House Armed Services 
Subcommittee to study the requirement 
for the CVAN-70 aircraft carrier. This 
study requirement resulted from a 
House-Senate conference agreement to 
delete from the fiscal ·year 1970 procure
ment program the procurement of the 
long leadtime items required for the con
struction of what was then known as 
CVAN-70. 

The subcommittee was charged to-

Jointly conduct and complete a compre
hensive study and investigation of the past 
and projected costs and effectiveness of at
tack aircraft carriers and their task forces 
and a thorough review of the considerations 
which went into the decision to maintain 
the present number of attack carriers. The 
result of this comprehensive study shall be 
considered prior to any authorization or ap
propriation for the production or procure
ment of the nuclear aircraft carrier desig
nated as CV AN-70. 

As a consequence of the extensive 
hearings conducted by the special sub
committee a majority of the Senate 
Members and all of the House Members 
strongly recommended that the Congress 
approve the initial funding request for 
CVAN-70. 

Mr. President, this subcommittee also 
made the following observations on the 
roles and missions of aircraft carriers 
that I believe are still valid today: 

The attack aircraft carrier has in the past 
and will into the foreseeable future, continue 
to perform a vital and indispensable role in 
insuring the control of our sea lanes essential 
to our commerce. Our industrial operations 
could not last more than a very short time 
if our strategic materials were to be cut 
off from -overseas. 

In addition, carrier air forces are able to 
provide tactical air in support of land forces 
operating far beyond existing American air 
bases or where such bases have been ren
dered inoperative. In particular, with the 
current emphasis on reducing Ame.rican com
mitments abroad in both Europe and the 
Pacific, the highly mobile carrier provides 
a unique means of providing American air 
power in distant locations without estab
lishing bases and installations ashore. 

Mr. President, in my judgment the 
Congress has long since decided on the 
merits and requirements for this fourth 
nuclear powered carrier. The question 
before us is not whether CVN-70 is re
quired, but whether we are going to con
tinue with this on again-off again fund
ing for required weapons systems. 

I feel the carrier is indispensable. 
I strongly urge the Senate to reject 

the amendment. 
Mr. President, I yield back the re

mainder of the time allotted to me. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, is the 

Senator from Iowa ready to make his 
presentation? 

Mr. CLARK. I will be ready in about 
2 or 3 minutes. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, may I in
form the Senator that during his ab
sence we got a unanimous-consent 
agreement to cut the time down to 2% 
hours. This was conditioned upon the 
agreement of the Senator from Iowa. I 
wanted to know whether that is agree
able to the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. CLARK. Yes, it is. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 5 

minutes to the Senator from Virginia. 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi

dent, I support the Armed Services Com
mittee recommendation that would au
thorize the funds to complete the CVN-
70. I am opposed to the amendment of
fered by the distinguished Senator from 
Iowa. 

As I see it, it is essential that the 
United States have a Navy. And if we 
are going to have a Navy, it must be a 
modern Navy. That means it must be a 
nuclear Navy. The completion of the 

CVN-70 would give the Navy four nucle
ar-powered aircraft carriers which would 
be deployed, two on each coast. That is 
all the Navy will have in the way of nu
clear-powered aircraft carriers. Even 
if the CVN-70 is approved, there will only 
be four nuclear-powered aircraft car
riers. As I say, if we are going to have 
a Navy, we certainly should have a mod
ern Navy. And if we are going to have a 
modern Navy, we must have a nuclear 
Navy. 

The aircraft carrier is a vital element 
in the protection of U.S. interests. There 
is no viable strategy for the defense of 
our overseas interests that does not re
quire the free use of the seas, and car
rier-based aircraft form a critical part of 
the force necessary to insure that free 
use. 

To be certain, the degree of our inter
ests overseas, and the commitments we 
have throughout the world, can hon
estly be debated. I do not feel we can 
maintain our role as world policeman but 
neither can we withdraw to our shores. 
And, so long as we have interests abroad 
worth defending we will need tactical 
aircraft to defend them. 

There are many times when the car
rier would be the only base available 
either because of geography or political 
restraints on the use of foreign bases or 
restriction on overflying foreign terri
tory. 

All of us know what happened to that 
great American base in Libya, Wheelus 
Air Force Base. One day the Libyan Gov
ernment said, "Get going, remove all of 
your aircraft, and close this base," which 
of course we did, and we no longer have 
the use of that facility. 

The 6th Fleet in the Mediterranean is 
in a different situation from the Wheelus 
Air Force Base. The United States can 
make the decision whether to keep that 
6th Fleet in the Mediterranean or to re
move it. The decision is entirely ours, and 
I submit that the 6th Fleet is vitally im
portant to whatever stability there is and 
is likely to be in the Middle East. 

But the vitality and importance of the 
aircraft carrier goes beyond defense 
strategy alone. 

We are a trading n ation. Neither the 
United States nor other nations of the 
world can sustain their population and 
build better lives for their people unless 
there is an exchange of raw materials 
and finished products. 

Today more goods are being shipped 
by sea than ever before. The shipment 
of oil from the Middle East is a good 
example. As late as the 1940's, the United 
States was an exporter of oil. Today we 
import one-third of our petroleum needs 
and, by 1980, it is estimated we will im
port 60 percent of our oil. 

Trade is important to our survival. It 
is essential to maintain open lines of 
trade and that can only be done if there 
is a true freedom of the seas. 

The completion of our four nuclear 
powered aircraft carriers is an essential 
step to assure that the United States can 
protect its interests overseas, and insure 
the freedom of the seas. 

We face a major challenge to freedom 
of the seas and that comes from the So
viet Union. Ten years ago the Soviet 
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NavY-except for submarines-was a 
second-class naval power. At that time 
even its submarine force still included 
more than 100 World War II submarines 
and only a couple of nuclear-propelled 
submarines. 

Teday the Soviet NavY is the world's 
largest by almost any criteria. It operates 
approximately the same number of sur
face warships as the U.S. NavY, consid
erably more submarines-including more 
nuclear powered submarines, more small 
ships and about as many amphibious 
vessels. 

I believe that the Russian naval forces 
are part of a major Soviet effort to use 
the sea for economic, political, and mili
tary purposes. 

Not only has the Russian bear learned 
to swim, but he is making a big splash
in the Mediterranean, in the Indian 
Ocean, and increasingly all around the 
globe. 

During the past decade the Soviets 
have put to sea more new classes and 
more numbers of surface warships than 
any other nation; and more new classes 
and more numbers of submarines-in
cluding again nuclear submarines-than 
any other nation. 

The trends in Russian development of 
naval power must be watched closely. 

Clearly the importance of a strong 
modern Navy is not only based on sound 
military judgment but also on sound 
economic and political judgments. 

I have never supported a blank check 
~olicy for Pentagon projects. I supported, 
m committee, cuts of nearly 2 billion 
from the military procurement author
ization proposal. 

I have said many times we must cut 
the fat but leave the muscle in the de
fense budget. 

The nuclear aircraft carrier represents 
some of our strongest muscle in the de
fense budget. 

I say again, Mr. President, that if we 
~re going to have a Navy, it is vitally 
rmportant that we have a modern Navy. 
If we are going to have a modern NavY, 
we must have nuclear-powered aircraft 
carriers, and even with the completion 
of CVN-70, we would have only four nu
clear-powered aircraft carriers. 

I thank the Senator from Texas. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
. Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I would 

like to take just a moment to thank the 
~eadership, and particularly the major
Ity whip, for their cooperation in sched
uling this amendment. We planned to 
bring it to the :floor earlier this week, but 
due to a death in my family that was 
prevented. I would particularly like to 
express my thanks to the leadership and 
to the Senate for their cooperation and 
their kindness. 

For the last 10 days, the Senate of the 
United States has spent virtually all of 
the time on the military procurement 
bill, the annual authorization for re
search, development, and construction of 
new aircraft, ships, and missiles for the 
military. Now, we have about reached 
the end of our work on it. This amend
~ent-to save $657 million by eliminat
mg the NavY's request to build a fourth 
nuclear carrier, CVN-70-will be one of 

the last amendments offered to the bill. 
Before we begin discussing it though, 
perhaps we ought to pause brie:tly to take 
stock of things, to see what has happened 
here with this legislation. 

The military procurement bill began 
as a $22 billion request by the adminis
tration for military hardware. Under the 
able leadership of its acting chairman 
(Mr. SYMINGTON), the Senate Armed 
Services Committee reduced that request 
by $1.5 billion, as did the House of Rep
resentatives, leaving this authorization 
bill of $20.4 billion before us today. 

The reductions in military spending 
recommended by the Armed Services 
Committee were significant, although it 
should be said that its effect on the over
all military budget is minimal. The com
mittee slowed down the B-1 manned 
bomber program, reduced manpower 
levels by 7 percent, and took steps to save 
money on other weapons programs. But 
in some areas, often by very close votes 
the committee accepted the military'~ 
proposals without change. Those deci
sions led some of us to offer amendments 
to the bill. 

In each case, our differences with the 
military's proposals have been based on 
sincere and honest differences of opinion. 
In each case, a particular program or re
quest has been challenged because many 
of us have felt that it is inefficient or 
wasteful, or just not necessary this year. 

Ten days ago, many of us had high 
expectations for the success of at least 
some of those amendments. The Presi
dent had made such a point of the des
perate need to cut Federal spending to 
control in:tlation. The Congress had made 
such a point of exercising fiscal respon
sibility-and restraint. The people had 
made such a point to me and to my col
leagues of expecting a dividend from the 
SALT talks and the end of the terrible 
American war in Southeast Asia. 

Standing here today, 10 days later, 
after a great many speeches and a great 
many votes, I cannot help but feel disap
pointed. 

One by one, the amendments to reduce 
military spending came to the floor, and, 
one by one, they were defeated-from 
Senator HuGHEs' proposal on the A-10 to 
Senator MciNTYRE's proposal on the Tri
dent missile submarine, defeated yester
day by just two votes. 

The day before, after a switch of 4 
votes in a few hours,. the Mansfield 
amendment for troop reductions failed 
like all the others. As each amendment 
failed , the Senate lost another opportu
nity to keep the budget under control. 

While all of this was happening, the 
Senate approved an amendment that 
actually increased the military spending 
authorization by $495 million. And so, 
perhaps for the first time, the Senate 
has been left with legislation that au
thorizes more money for military spend
ing than the Armed Services Committee 
had recommended and more money than 
the House of Representatives had ap
proved. 

When final passage comes on Monday, 
I think the American people will be very 
surprised--surprised and disappointed. 
Critics of the Armed Services Committee 
over the years have said the committee 

was "hawkish." But this year, compared 
with the Senate as a whole, that cer
tainly is not the case. This year, the 
Senate has actually authorized more 
military spending than the committee 
recommended. 

The United States is the most awesome 
military power in the history of the world. 
That position should not be allowed to 
change--this country should be second 
to none--but we can maintain military 
superiority without inefficiency, without 
wasting money, simply by getting the 
best possible return for every dollar spent 
on defense. 

That just means spending wisely. 
The security of this country cannot be 

measured only by the number of dollars 
spent each year on new weapons. It must 
~elude far more. Two weeks ago, the act
mg chairman of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee (Mr. SYMINGTON) 
emphasized that when he went before 
the Appropriations Committee to testify 
on military spending. 

At one point, he said: 
There can be no more dangerous assump

tion than a policy based on a conviction that 
this Nation continues to have unlimited re
sources. If we do not recognize, now, that our 
resources are becoming increasingly limited, 
and impose a sense of discipline on such in
stitutions as our armed services, not only are 
we certain to damage our economy, but we 
wm also further reduce the people's con
fidence in government. 

Perhaps there was a time when this 
country could afford to be extravagant 
but it is not this year-not when Federai 
spending has to be reduced, not when the 
only -alternative is a tax increase, not 
when the country has taken such strides 
forward with SALT and the end of the 
war, and not when there are so many do
mestic problems that need solutions. 

Yet, months of incredible progress in 
the search for peace have been followed 
by a $4 billion increase in the military 
budget. Months of intense pressure to 
reduce spending on domestic programs 
have been followed by relatively little ef
fort to reduce military spending. 

The President's policy of detente with 
the Soviet Union and the People's Re
public of China has the country's strong 
support. The "Nixon Doctrine,'' the SALT 
talks and disarmament conferences, the 
discussions of mutual balance force re
ductions in Europe-all of these have 
been important initiatives, and we have 
heard them hailed as the beginnings of a 
"generation of peace." 

But that slogan is beginning to have 
the. hollow ring of an empty promise, es
peCially when considered in light of the 
military spending request for fiscal 1974. 
It is more now than it was at the height 
of the Vietnam war. 

Where are the benefits of peace, the 
benefits of detente? Can we accept the 
declaration of a "new era of peace" while 
voting for awesome expenditures for ex
pensive weapons systems that may turn 
out to be unnecessary and inefficient? 
Mr. President, I did not realize that 
peace could be that expensive. 

The people in this country know that 
the economy is in terrible shape. They 
know that the military budget has never 
been higher, they know about the cost 
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overruns and the waste in the past, and. 
every person who has ever served in the 
mill tary knows of the waste firsthand. 
Yet despite this, we all know that the 
United States already has the power to 
destroy every city with a population of 
more than 20,000 in the Soviet Union 3 
times over with nuclear weapons. 

Mr. President, they know it, too, and 
I cannot help but think that they are 
going to be a bit disappointed with us. 

This amendment will be one of the 
very last opportunities the Senate has to 
reduce the military procurement author
ization responsibly and save some money. 
I hope that the Senate takes that oppor
tunity. 

I hope that in the next few hours, we 
all take a hard look at this specific pro
posal, because that kind of intense 
scrutiny is our responsibility. The Presi
dent has challenged Congress to hold the 
line on Federal spending. Well, we have 
done better than that before--Congress 
has cut spending below the President's 
request every year for the last 4 years
and I still think we can do better this 
year. 

We have talked about it here for 9 
months, loudly and clearly. Now the time 
has come to fulfill our promise. 

If we are not successful in reducing 
military expenditures-which, after all, 
are the single biggest controllable item 
in the Federal budget-then it will be 
difficult, indeed, for Congress to meet its 
own spending ceiling. This is a challenge 
that we have set for ourselves, and un
less the challenge is met, the adminis
tration may well be justified in its charge 
that the Congress is "budget busting." 

I am not a member of the Armed 
Services Committee, and like 12 of my 
colleagues, I am new around here. But 
over the last few months, I have tried 
to take a hard look at the major weapons 
proposals. The mill tary has been more 
than cooperative in responding to my 
questions and inquiries. We spent hours 
discussing the merits of the B-1 and 
Trident, for example, with the men re
sponsible for managing those projects. 

After all of these discussions, and 
some additional research and thought, 
I concluded that this country could do 
without some of the military's proposals 
this year. So, I have voted to reduce 
funds for the Trident program and the 
A-10 and the F-14, because in my judg
ment they are not worth what they are 
going to cost the American taxpayer, 
because in my judgment we can cut more 
than $1.5 billion from the President's 
budget request, as the Armed Services 
Committee suggested, and then some, 
without sacrificing a strong national 
defense. 

It is for those reasons that I am offer
ing this amendment to stop construction 
of the CVN-70 nuclear aircraft carrier. 

AIRCRAFT CARRIERS: SOME PERSPECTIVE 

It is impossible to discuss the merits 
of one aircraft carrier without discuss
ing the merits of aircraft carriers in gen
eral, and for the military historian that 
is a fascinating study. 

The aircraft carrier is a relatively new 
weapon that began, as many weapons do, 
with innovation and boldness. A civilian 
made the first aircraft landing on a ship 
in 1910. Putting his Curtis biplane down 

on a wooden platform that had been 
rigged on the battleship Pennsylvania. 
The platform cost $500. 

Naval experts did not pay much atten
tion to it then-Admiral Dewey thought 
it was a waste of time-but by 1920, the 
Navy had its first real "aircraft carrier," 
a converted ship called the Langley. (The 
Navy bought the arresting gear for the 
carrier from the British for $40,000.) 

By 1941 though, the aircraft carrier 
had started to establish itself in the 
Navy. There were 27 aircraft carriers in 
operation or under construction then. In 
the next 5 years, the number grew to 98, 
and there was never a doubt that the air
craft carrier was the backbone of the 
World War II fleet. The outcome of the 
war in the Pacific turned on their suc
cess. At Midway Island, in the Coral Sea, 
in the Philippine Sea, in naval battles 
across the Pacific, the firepower provided 
by naval aircraft and aircraft carriers 
against ,the Japanese fleet with its car
riers was awesome. 

Again, in Korea, and most recently 
during the war in Southeast Asia, the 
aircraft carrier played an important role 
in this country's military effort, bombing 
enemy ground targets in the absence of 
naval opposition. 

The Navy should be proud of the car
rier's distinguished record. Innumerable 
times, before innumerable committees of 
the Congress, Navy spokesmen have 
pointed out the carrier's role in a variety 
of "crisis" situations, and they have been 
right because the aircraft carrier has 
served this country well. 

Only 2 days ago, the Skylab astronauts 
came back to earth, and it was a small 
aircraft carrier that went to pick them 
out of the sea. 

But, Mr. President, the past value of 
the aircraft carrier is not at issue today. 
Nor do I question the value of having air
craft carriers, because they are an im
portant part of the fleet. Times have 
changed though, and with them the role 
and the usefulness and the effectiveness 
of the aircraft carrier has changed. So, 
we have to reevaluate them as weapons, 
and the CVN-70 is the place to begin. 

Right now and in the years ahead, 
what is the purpose of an aircraft car
rier? What is the best kind? How many 
does this country need? Can we afford 
to build one this year? The answers to 
those questions and others like them 
ought to help determine the outcome of 
the Senate's decision on this amendment 
to delete the funds for the CVN-170. 

SOME VITAL STATISTICS 

Before we go much farther, everyone 
should understand what a CVN-70 is: 
How big it is and what it could do. 

The CVN-70 would be this country's 
fourth nuclear-powered aircraft carrier. 
The first nuclear-powered carrier, Enter
prise, was commissioned in 1961. The 
two others, Dwight D. Eisenhower and 
Nimitz are being built and won't join 
the fleet for several years. 

If it is built, the CVN-70 will be very 
similar to Nimitz except, of course, in its 
cost-which will be almost double. 

CVN-70 will displace about 94,400 tons. 
It will be longer than three football 
fields, and it will take more than 5,000 
people to make it work correctly. 

Scheduled for completion late in 1980, 
the CVN-70 will be the most modern, 
the most versatile, the fastest, the best 
equipped aircraft carrier in history. It 
will have more sophisticated aircraft, 
better damage control and armor plat
ing, more back-up systems, and greater 
fuel and ordnance capacity than any
thing that has ever floated. But that does 
not mean it should be built this year, 
this way. 

At issue is not its capability, but rather 
its desirability. 

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

That desirability has been questioned 
before-during the CVN-70 project's 7 
years of stormy history. It first was an
nounced in January of 1966 when then 
Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara 
said the Navy needed three nuclear
powered attack carriers, in addition to 
the Enterprise. Congress authorized con
struction of the first two carriers-and 
then hesitated. 

It ordered a joint committee to study 
the need for a fourth nuclear carrier 
and, in April of 1970, the committee rec
ommended that Congress approve fund
ing for long-lead items for the carrier. 

By then though, there was a great deal 
of dispute within the executive branch 
over the need for CVN-70, and both in 
1971 and in 1972, the administration re
fused to formally request money for con
struction. So, Congress did not consider 
a CVN-70 authorization until the admin
istration had made up its mind about the 
carrier proposal, and that did not occur 
until February 1972, when then Secre
tary of Defense Melvin Laird asked for 
$299 million in the fiscal 1973 budget. It 
would be used for development and initial 
construction of the nuclear powerplant 
for the CVN-70. 

A year later, Deputy Secretary of De
fense David Packard summarized the 
hesitancy within the executive branch 
over the carrier proposal during an NBC 
news documentary on the CVN-70. Pack
ard said: 

The carrier has a useful function in cer
tain types of show of force or application 
of its force around the world. It's not very 
important in our nuclear deterrent posture. 

It's not very important in our sea control, 
so it's just a question of balancing these 
priorities. So the carrier has a limited role 
and that's why I came up with the feeling 
that probably in terms of absolute priorities, 
our nuclear attack submarines would come 
higher than a carrier. 

It was a matter of priorities. And there 
was that same kind of sentiment in the 
Senate last year when Senator SA.XBE led 
a fight to have the $299 million request 
deleted from the fiscal 1973 authoriza
tion bill. The Senate Armed Services 
Committee had approved the request by 
a vote of 12-3. Senator SAXBE challenged 
it on the floor and lost 29-60. A similar 
challenge in the House of Representa
tives last month was no more successful. 

So, the CVN-70 has never been a mat
ter of unanimous consent. It has had the 
serious and concerned critics-within 
both the legislative and executive 
branches of the Government. If the 
CVN-70 was a questionable proposal last 
year at $299 million, it is even more ques
tionable this year at twice the price. 
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Mr. President, I think it is important 

1to note that throughout the years of 
legislative controversy over the CVN-70 
the distinguished Senator from Missis~ 
sippi, the chairman of the Armed Serv· 
1ces Committee <Mr. STENNIS), has been 
extraordinarily fair and patient with the 
-opponents of the project, as he has been 
-extraordinarily fair and patient with 
me. 

I can say to him only that I appreciate 
that courtesy very much-and that I 
may be the last opponent of the CVN-70. 

If the Senate defeats this amendment 
:today, this country will have a fourth 
:nuclear aircraft carrier, CVN-70 and it 
will cost us about $3 billion to p~t it in 
.operation. 

THE COST; $3 BILLION 

Mr. President, I know that every year 
:about this time, Congress finds itself in 
the middle of this thicket-the military's 
.annual budget. 

First comes the barrage of witnesses 
from the Air Force, the Army, and the 
Navy who explain to the Armed Services 
Committee and the Appropriations Com
mittee of the Senate and the House why 
they need so much money. Then come 
-committee deliberations and committee 
votes, and finally, the bills themselves ar
·rive on the floor. It is a long and com
·plicated process and very much a rite o~ 
fall in Washington, D.C. 

In the past, few Congressmen even 
bothered to complain about anything in 
the military's budget. The spending rec
-ommendations went from the Pentagon 
·to the White House and from the White 
House to the Congress. With few excep
tions, Congress approved them all with
<>ut such questions, and it was not 
unusual for the military to end up with 
more spending money than it had asked 
for in the first place. 

Times are changing though, but ever 
so gradually. Twelve years of war in 
Southeast Asia are partly responsible 
for _the change and so is the growing 
realization that the American taxpayer 
does not possess limitless wealth. Mem
bers of Congress are questioning the 
military's proposals more often now both 
in committee and on the floor but as 
1 said earlier, we haven't been ;ery suc
cessful. 

That, too, might change if Congress 
as a whole did a better job of analyzing 
the budget request, if we realized exactly 
what we are being asked to authorize. 

The CVN-70 is a case in point. 
In the Senate Armed Services Com

mittee report, the request for the aircraft 
carrier reads simply "CVN aircraft car
rier, Nuclear $657 million.'' Last year, 
the same line carried the figure $299 mil
lion. Congress approved it, and initial 
construction of long lead items began. 
The strong implication is that these fig
ures represent the total cost of one CVN 
aircraft carrier-nuclear-but these fig
ures are only the beginning. 

To start with, there will be an addi
tional $16 million or so for outfitting the 
ship after it has been built, according 
to the Navy's estimates, and outfitting 
brings the cost to just Wlder $1 billion. 
For that price., the country gets the larg
est ship in the world-but an empty 
ship. 

An aircraft carrier without aircraft 
cannot be very useful. If it is constructed, 
CVN-70 will carry just over 100 sophis
ticated airplanes, including 24 of the 
new F-14 jets. The initial cost alone for 
these pl~nes-fighters, attack planes, 
tankers, electronic warfare aircraft, re
connaissance and antisubmarine warfare 
planes-will come to just under $1 billion 
altogether. Now we are up to $2 billion. 

Whatever its strengths or weaknesses 
as a tactical weapon, a 94,000-ton air
craft carrier is not unobtrusive. It is rela
tively easy to find, especially in a small 
area like the Mediterranean Sea. So, it 
needs protection. Right now, the Navy 
assigns a number of escorts-usually four 
to six destroyers-to each aircraft car
rier and, together, they form a task 
force. 

If this country is going to build an
other big aircraft carrier, it ought to be 
nuclear powered, because nuclear power 
gives the ship significant advantages in 
speed and range. However, if the escort 
vessels are not also powered by nuclear 
engines, those advantages will be of little 
use, and the carrier cannot be totally 
effective. 

Four nuclear escorts for the CVN-70 
will cost more than $1 billion. That is a 
third billion. The Navy presently has 
only two nuclear frigates in commission. 
Five more are under construction or will 
be soon, and there is authority in this bill 
for two more. 

That adds up to nine, but as the House 
Armed Services Committee noted in its 
report, if the CVN-70 is built, "a mini
mum of 16 escorts is needed-because of 
the obvious requirement for additional 
nuclear-powered frigates to accompany 
our nuclear-powered aircraft carriers." 

The cost for all of this will be stagger
ing. But the importance of nuclear
powered escorts for the CVN-70 cannot 
be overemphasized. 

Without nuclear escorts, a nuclear car
rier loses many of its advantages, es
pecially time, and nuclear escorts cost a 
great deal of money. 

Counting the construction cost, the 
cost of providing the planes, and the ex
pense of building nuclear escorts, the 
total price tag for CVN-70 comes to $3 
billion. Tila t is more than twice the 
amount of the State budget for all of 
Iowa last year. 

Of course, all of this assumes that the 
cost estimates for the aircraft carrier, its 
planes, and escorts hold firm. Experience 
has taught us not to count on that. Last 
year, the General Accounting Office took 
a look at the two nuclear carriers pres
ently under construction and found that 
the combined cost of the two--Dwight 
D. Eisenhower and Nimitz-had gone up 
$833.3 million over the original Navy 
planning estimate. Even at that, the cost 
of CVN-70 alone will be almost double 
the cost of the Nimitz. 

Even at $3 billion, the bill still is not 
paid; $3 billion does not cover the sal
aries of the 5,000 people aboard CVN-
70. It does not cover maintenance and 
maintenance of a carrier is the mo~t ex
pensive maintenance 1n the Navy. It does 
not provide the money to replace the air
craft on the carrier every 6 years their 
normal life. ' 

For the lifespan of this one aircraft 
carrier, which the Navy estimates at 30 
years, the real cost will exceed $10 bil
lion. A table prepared by the Center for 
Defense Information provides a good pic
ture of the true price of CVN-70. 
Costs of CVN-70 over 30 years-$10 billion 1 

Carrier procurement________ $972,000,000 
Aircraft procurement 2______ 4, 103, 200, 000 
Escort Ships procurement s __ 1,088,400,000 
Task force operation and 

Dnaintenance (30 years)•-- 4,~18,000,000 

30-year total cost _____ 10, 381, 600, 000 
1 In constant FY 1973 dollars. 
'Four full buys of F-14's, A-7E's and A-

6E's; and 3 buys of all other aircraft. 
8 Cost of 4 nuclear-powered escorts. 
4.$140.6 mlllion per year. 
Mr. CLARK. It does not make good 

sense to spend that much money for one 
ship, especially since the United states 
still will have 12 aircraft carriers in 
1981. Three of them nuclear-powered. 
Using all of that money to build a single 
aircraft carrier obviously means it can 
not be used on other projects and pro
grams, domestic and military programs. 
Comdr. Roy Beavers, U.S. Navy, retired, 
a former member of the staff of the Chief 
of Naval Operations, summarized the 
problem very clearly: 

I'm concerned that if we Dnake too many 
of these big heavy investments in the tradi
tional carrier-type Navy, we're not going to 
have the resour<;es to Dnake these invest
ments of a new kind that we need for the 
submarine underseas war. 

These kinds of choices are the most 
difficult decisions Congress has to make. 
But they also are the most important. 
When the Senate voted yesterday to move 
rapidly forward with the Trident sub· 
marine, it made that decision. Yesterday, 
this body decided to go ahead with what 
Commander Beavers called the new kind 
of investment. That decision makes it all 
the more imperative that we hold up on 
the old type investment, the aircraft 
carrier. This country cannot afford 
everything that the military proposes. 

This is the point: As Congress con
siders the budget for fiscal 1974, it is 
doing far more than allocating money 
for next year. 

It is spending money that is not in the 
treasury yet, money that taxpayers have 
not even earned yet. A decision to build 
weapons today will affect Federal spend
ing and inflation for years and years into 
the future. 

The Brookings Institution has esti
mated that military spending will exceed 
$100 billion in the next 5 years. Whether 
or not that actually will happen depends 
to a great extent on what Congress does 
and has done in the last 10 days-on 
the new weapons systems outlined in the 
military procurement bill before us now 
and on the Department of Defense ap
propriations bill next month. 

There has been a great deal of discus
sion throughout this year about the need 
to reform the way Congress considers the 
Federal Government's budget. The dis
cussion often focuses on changing the 
committee structure and making more 
information available to Congress so it 
can make enlightened decisions, but if 
Congress is really to assert control of 



32018 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE September 2.8, 1973 

Federal spending, it is necessary to look 
beyond the confines of a particular 
budget. Every Federal budget is restricted 
by the fiscal year, but the impact of that 
Federal budget is not. 

And if the Senate approves the $657 
million for the aircraft carrier this year, 
the country will still be paying for it in 
the year 2010. 

Perhaps, Mr. President, we could ac
cept that staggering cost, with its terrible 
impact on inflation, if the CVN-70 of
fered an excellent return on the $3 billion 
investment. But the return is not excel
lent--it is questionable at best. 

A 94,000-ton aircraft carrier is terribly 
vulnerable. Smaller and less expensive 
ships can do the job better, and even if 
the aircraft carrier is still an extremely 
effective and useful ship, this country 
already has enough of them. We do not 
need another one-not now, not at $3 
billion. 

THE AmCRAFT CARRIER'S PURPOSE 

The Navy has told us that the aircraft 
carrier has two major roles in peacetime: 
to control the seas and to project U.S. 
military power abroad. 

At best, the use of aircraft carriers to 
project power by "showing the flag" is 
questionable. At worst, it is dangerous. 
This administration has emphasized 
wisely that Pax Americana is no longer 
a legitimate aim of foreign policy. It is 
no longer useful to have the fleet steam 
into Manila Bay. My distinguished col
league from Arkansas <Mr. FuLBRIGHT) 
has spoken on occasion about the "role" 
of the aircraft carrier in executing for
eign policy: 

It is true that it is a precision instrument 
of diplomacy, if the diplomacy is to be di
rected toward the intimidation and coercion 
of smaller countries around the world . . . 
the aircraft carrier would be an incentive, 
would tend to induce intervention in many 
places where, with a little passage of time 
and pastience, there would be no need to 
intervene. 

If the U.S. Navy is strong and able, 
every country in the world is going to 
know about it. The strength and ability 
cannot be based on the illusion of power 
that comes with the display of large 
ships. The power and effectiveness must 
be real. Besides, if the Navy really is in
terested in flexing its muscles in public, 
all it needs to do is have a Polaris sub
marine "show the flag.'' After all, a Po
laris represents strategic nuclear deter
rence. At best, the carrier is a tactical 
weapon, not even part of that deterrent 
force. 

A second fundamental use for aircraft 
carriers, the Navy contends, is helping 
to keep the sea lanes open. No one dis
putes the need to do that. We depend on 
free and open naval commerce for oil and 
countless other essential products. So, 
the question is not whether to control 
the sea lanes but how best to do it. 

Aircraft carriers can help do the job, 
but there are other weapons systems as 
capable or more capable of doing it. Every 
year, for the last 3 years, The Brookings 
Institution has analyzed the Federal bud
get and published its results in a re
markable series of books, "Setting Na-

tiona! Priorities." The Brookings Insti
tution's 1972 report discussed the alter
natives to building more big aircraft car
riers: 

Virtually all of the missions can be per
formed at least to some extent by . forces 
other than carriers-land based ·fighter at
tack and ASW aircraft and submarines, for 
example. 

The advocates of the CVN-70 cite this 
country's response to the 1970 Jordanian 
crisis as an example of the unique abil
ity of aircraft carriers. Without engag
ing in a debate over the wisdom or effec
tiveness of sending an aircraft carrier to 
respond to that situation, it is enough 
to say that if this amendment passed, 
there still will be a 6th fleet with air
craft carriers in the Mediterranean. And 
the fleet and the carriers will be no less 
effective than they are today. 

At issue here is not whether to elim
inate aircraft c uriers but whether to 
add another one-at a cost of $3 billion. 

The aircraft carrier at one time was 
the backbone of the fleet. But the out
come of nuclear or conventional wars at 
sea no longer will depend on the effec
tiveness and firepower of aircraft car
riers. The incredible advances in sub
marine technology-with a correspond
ing lag in anti-submarine warfare-have 
made the submarine master of the sea. 
If there is a "backbone" of the Navy, it 
is the submarine, not the aircraft carrier. 
Both as a tactical and strategic weapon, 
the submarine has replaced the carrier 
as the dominant naval force. 

The U.S. Nayy and the Soviet Navy 
have recognized that. The Soviet Navy 
though has put away its pretensions 
about the importance of surface ships as 
offensive weapons, while we apparently 
have not. In the July 1972, issue of the 
proceedings of the U.S. Naval Institute 
Comdr. Roy Beavers questioned the mod
ern role of the aircraft carrier : 

Is it going to take a war at sea. to prove 
that the U.S. Navy's capital ship-the air
craft carrier, though defended by its costly 
retinue of escorts and umbrella of manned 
aircraft--is ill-suited to contest command of 
the seas emanating from the capital ship of 
the Soviet Navy, the attack submarine? 

It is a provocative question, and I hope 
there are better ways to find the answer. 

HOW VULNERABLE IS IT? 

Mr. President, during the debate on 
the CVN-70 proposal in the Senate last 
year, much of the controversy turned on 
the "vulnerability" of an aircraft carrier. 
My distinguished colleague from Ohio 
<Mr. SAXBE) summarized one side of the 
argument succinctly and graphically: 

Obviously, we are pricing ourselves out of 
business, $10 billion down the hole with a 
carrier that can be sunk by a motorboat. 

Needless to say, the Navy disputes 
that contention. But it is indisputable 
that surface ships are very vulnerable 
in an age of nuclear attack submarines, 
reconnaissance satellites, and surface
to-surface guided missiles-the kind 
that sunk the Israeli destroyer Eilat in 
the Mediterranean Sea more than 5 years 
ago. And of all the surface ships, the 
aircraft carrier is the biggest. 

At least where the aircraft carrier is 
concerned, the issue of vulnerability 
carries with it two separate questions. 
First, can the aircraft carrier be sunk 
easily? And second, can the aircraft car
rier be put out of action easily? 

On the first question, the Navy makes 
a good case. If the CVN-70 is built, it 
will carry the latest in defensive and 
safety measures. It will have special 
armor plating along its hull. In short, it 
would be diffi.cult to sink during a con
ventional war. Of course, in a nuclear 
war, the aircraft carrier, like every other 
surface ship, simply wouldn't have a 
chance. 

The second question--can the aircraft 
carrier be put out of action easily?-is 
not disposed of so readily. To be effec
tive, the aircraft carrier must be able to 
launch and recover its aircraft. It has a 
flight deck to do that, but as the experi
ences of World War II have indicated, 
a few bombs-today, perhaps a few mis
siles-on the flight deck will force the 
aircraft carrier out of action, because 
it cannot launch or recover its aircraft. 
The 1972 Brookings Institution study on 
the aircraft carrier emphasized the 
problem: 

In the Second World War, 60 percent of 
the carriers that took one hit by a kamikaze 
and all carriers that were hit more than 
once were forced to return to port for re
pairs . . . making ample allowance for im
provements in damage control since World 
War Two, it is estimated that four or five 
hits by Soviet air-to-surface missiles (ASMs) 
would force a carrier to retire . . . since only 
a few hits on a carrier would force it to 
retire, it seems unlikely that carriers could 
be successfully defended .... 

And the Brookings report concluded 
that "technology and other develop
ments in recent years have made the 
aircraft carriers more, rather than less, 
vulnerable." 

In response to all of this, the Navy 
points out that it did not lose a single 
carrier to land-based aircraft during all 
of World War II and that, since then, not 
a single carrier has been lost, period. 
But those arguments ignore one funda
mental point: Since World War II, U.S. 
aircraft carriers have never been opposed 
or seriously threatened by an enemy, not 
in Korea, not in Lebanon, not in Jordan, 
and not in Southeast Asia. The enemY 
rarely had the ability, let alone the de
sire, to attack them. 

Assuming for the moment that there 
might ever be a conventional war at sea 
with the Soviet Union-and that as
sumption is highly questionable-U.S. 
aircraft carriers would be faced with 
serious opposition for the first time, op
position from submarines, patrol boats, 
and land-based aircraft. To respond to 
that threat, the aircraft carrier would 
have to use a very large percentage of its 
resources, aircraft and escort vessels, for 
defense. That very obviously limits its 
effectiveness as a tactical weapon. 

The problem is particularly acute in 
areas like the Mediterranean where it is 
difficult to hide and where Soviet sub
marines, patrol boats, and land-based 
aircraft can easily strike at U.S. aircraft 
carriers. The recent developments in 
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technology and Soviet naval deployment 
led Brookings to conclude in its latest 
report that the carrier would not do this 
country much good in a conventional war 
with the Soviet Union: 

In practice, carriers probably would not be 
used at all, or at most in ancmary operattons, 
against land targets ... thus the United 
States is likely to need fewer carriers for the 
projection (of power) mission in the 1980's ... 

Vulnerability cannot be separated from 
cost. Every surface shiP-no matter how 
expensive or well-armored--can be sunk. 
Every surface ship can be put out of ac
tion and forced to retire. So, in this area 
as with so many others, it becomes a 
question of worth. How great a degree of 
survivability does this weapons system 
provide and at what price? 

Even if the chances of a nuclear air
craft carrier's survival in a conventional 
or a nuclear war are 50-50 or better, we 

Commission-
Name Number ing date 

still must pause before committing $3 
billion and 5,000 lives on those odds. 

HOW MANY CARRIERS DO WE NEED? 

Mr. President, there is one more vitally 
important question that remains to be 
discussed and answered. If we accept the 
Navy's argument about vulnerability, if 
we accept the contention that a 94,000-
ton aircraft carrier is "uniquely'' suited 
for the job it is supposed to do, and even 
if we agree that $3 billion is a reasonable 
price to pay for it, the CVN-70 still is not 
justified. By voting for this amendment 
and against the CVN-70, the Senate will 
not be voting against the aircraft carrier 
as a concept or as a naval weapons 
system. Right now, today, this country 
has 14 major aircraft carriers and 2 
antisubmarin~ warfare-ASW --carriers. 
Given that force level, we do not need, 
and we cannot afford, another one. 

The fluctuations in the number of air-

Age as of 
July 1, 1981 

Age as of if CVN-70 
July 1, 1973 is built Name 

craft carriers in the U.S. Fleet over the 
years make an interesting study. At the 
beginning of World War n, there were 
seven in operation. At its end, there were 
almost 100. The number of carriers had 
dropped to 7 by the time the conflict 
in Korea began, but 13 years later, in 
1965, the United States had 24. Now, 
there are 14, and if the CVN-70 is not 
built, this country still will have 12 air
craft carriers in 1981-3 of them 
nuclear powered. 

The Navy has provided a chart on the 
makeup of the current carrier force, and 
I ask unanimous consent to have the 
chart printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the chart was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Mr. CLARK. At committee hearing 
after committee hearing, the Navy has 
emphasized the need for a minimum car-

Age as of 

Commission-
July 1, 1981 

Age as of if CVN-70 
Number ing date July 1, 1973 is built 

Dwight Eisenhower_ ____________ CVAN~9 1976 -------------- 6 Saratoga ___ ------------------- cv~o Apr. 14, 1956 17 26 
Nimitz ___ ___ --------------- ___ CVAN-68 1974 -------------- 8 Forrestal. ____ ------ __ --------- CVA-59 Oct. 1, 1955 18 27 John F. Kennedy _______________ CVA~7 Sept. 7,1968 5 14 Coral Sea ______________________ CVA-13 Oct. 1, 1947 26 *35 America _______________________ CVA~6 Jan. 23, 1965 8 17 Franklin D. Roosevelt. __________ CVA-12 Oct. 27, 1945 28 *37 Enterprise _____________________ CVAN-65 Nov. 25, 1961 12 21 Midway_. ___ ------------------ CVA-11 Sept. 10, 1945 28 •37 Constellation __________________ • CVA-64 Oct. 27, 1961 12 21 Oriskany _________________ ----- CVA-34 Sept 25, 1950 1 23 *31 
Kitty Hawk_------------------_ CV-63 Apr. 29, 1961 12 21 Hancock ________ ---_----------- CVA-19 Apr. 15,1944 29 *38 
Independence ___________ ------_ CV~2 Jan. 10, 1959 14 23 Ticonderoga 2 __________________ CVS-14 May 8,1944 29 •39 Ranger __________ ______________ CVA-61 Aug. 10, 1957 16 25 Intrepid 2 ____________ ------ ____ CVS-11 Aug. 16, 1943 30 *38 

1 Oriskany (CVA-34) was launched Oct. 13, 1945. Construction suspended 2 years. Rushed to 
completion for Korean war. 

2 Plans for retirement in fiscal year 1974 have been announced. 
• Beyond expected service life. 

rier force of 12. The service would have 
preferred 15 carriers but, as the Navy 
has conceded, that is not practically or 
financially feasible. However, without 
CVN-70, the Navy still will have a force 
of 12 carriers by 1981, the year CVN-70 
would go into operation. As the chart 
indicates, 11 aircraft carriers-from the 
Eisenhower, the newest, to the Forrestal, 
the oldest-will be "modem," by the 
Navy's own definition. The 12th aircraft 
carrier, Midway, was built just after the 
war, but it recently has been overhauled 
and modernized. 

The status of the Midway-and its ef
fectiveness into the 1980's-was the sub
ject of a great deal of controversy during 
a debate on an amendment similar to this 
one last year. Midway was overhauled 
and partially rebulit 2 years ago at a cost 
of $197.2 million. The conversion in
cluded new deck-edge elevators, new 
catapaults and arresting gear, a larger 
angled flight deck, and a variety of other 
improvements. When Midway rejoined 
the fleet, the Navy was rather proud, and 
it issued a press release which read, in 
part: 

Midway's conversion was the most com
prehensive modernization ever made to a 
U.S. Navy ship. She wm be capable of han
dling the largest and most complex aircraft 
and weapons systems in the Navy's arsenal 
through the 1980's-emphasis added. 

Since then, the Navy has changed its 
mind, arguing that Midway cannot be 
counted on after 1981 when it will be 
over 35 years old, and the Navy changed 
its mind about Midway only when the 
CVN-70 proposal became controversial. 

The Navy has had excellent success 
with other conversion and moderniza-

tion programs, and there is no sound rea
son for selling Midway short. No one 
would argue that Midway will be as fast 
or as versatile or as capable as a brand 
new CVN-70. Of course, it would not. 

But to argue that Midway can never be 
as good as CVN-70 begs the question. The 
real issue before us is not Midway, but 
rather we, as a Nation, can afford to 
spend $3 billion to build another giant 
aircraft carrier when we already have 14, 
when we still have 12 in the next decade. 

Midway and CVN-70 aside, there is a 
great and unresolved controversy over 
whether even 12 carriers are necessary. 
The Navy repeatedly has said that it 
needs 12 carriers-four of them nuclear
powered-but it never really has ex
plained why it needs 12. Why not 13? 
Why not 11 or 9, as some naval experts 
have suggested and recommended? Why 
is the number 12 so magical when it is 
connected with aircraft carriers? 

Of the 14 U.S. aircraft carriers, 10 are 
on patrol right now. Oriskany, Midway, 
Kitty Hawk are in the eastern and cen
tral Pacific. Hancock and Coral Sea are 
in the South China Sea-Constellation 
in the Philippine Sea. The Roosevelt and 
John F. Kennedy are in the Atlantic on 
their way to and from Mediterranean pa
trol. The Independence is in the Mediter
ranean, America is cruising off Norfolk, 
Va. Four other carriers are tied up: En
terprise and Saratoga in overhaul, 
Ranger and Forrestal in port. 

The Navy says that these aircraft car
riers perform a variety of essential serv
ices-"controlling" the seas, projecting 
U.S. military power by "showing the 
flag," and maintaining American pres
ence overseas. Accepting, for the mo-

ment, the need for those services, the 
question still remains: Why does it take 
12 aircraft carriers, four of them nuclear
powered, to perform those services? 

For the purposes the Navy describes, 
an 11-carrier force in the 1980's will ~e 
sufficient, and a 9-carrier force might 
be able to do the job as well. The bur
den of proving the necessity for 12 air- . 
craft carriers rests with the Navy, and 
so far at least, the Navy has not made 
its case. 

As part of its analyses, the Brookings 
Institution has outlined 3 broad car
rier force level alternatives, including 
force levels of 9 carriers and 11 or 12 
carriers. 

Brookings sets the minimum number 
of aircraft carriers at nine, as its 1973 
fiscal year report said: 

. . . on the assumption that this force 
would be adequate from now throughout the 
1980's. 

The report goes on to say: 
This policy would assume that carriers 

would not be usable against land targets in 
a war with the U.S.S.R. and that nine carriers 
would be sufficient for other missions in a 
war in which the U.S.S.R. was involved, !or 
other types of wars, and for peacetime polit
ical and crisis needs. 

The Brookings report notes that, as a 
rule of thumb, it takes three carriers in 
the force to maintain one carrier con
tinuously on station. The backup car
riers make crew rotation and mainte
nance possible. "On this basis," the 
Brookings report concludes: 

The force level on nine would allow one 
carrier to be continuously on station in the 
Mediterranean and two in western Paclftc, or 
vice versa. 
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Even with only nine carriers in 1981, 
more than three could be on patrol at 
once. The ratio right now is 4 carriers 
out of service for every 10 on patrol. As 
two more nuclear-powered carriers join 
the :fleet, that ratio can only improve 
because of the advantages in speed, 
range, and staying power that nuclear 
energy brings. 

In the past, the Navy has argued that 
a nuclear carrier is at least one-and-a
half times as valuable as a conventional 
carrier. Using that reasoning, a carrier 
force of 9 in 1981 would be as effective 
as a carrier force of 10 or 11 today. 

The importance of this issue of carrier 
force levels goes far beyond this debate 
today and CVN-70. If the Navy insists 
on maintaining a "modern" carrier force 
of 12 into the future, a new aircraft car
rier will have to be authorized by Con
gress and under construction every other 
year. In order to maintain a 12-carrier 
force that includes no ships older than 
30 years, 7 new carriers would have 
to be authorized between 1979 and 1985. 
With that in mind, Congress will have to 
reconcile itself to vast expenditures in 
the next decade for carriers. 

To keep a force of 12, it will cost more 
than to build the Trident :fleet, because 
each aircraft carrier with escorts and 
planes will be $3 billion. 

The only alternative is to reduce the 
carrier force level and find other ships 
that can do the job of the mammoth car
rier for less money. 

Finally, it is important to note that 
the size of any carrier force cannot be 
discussed in a vacuum. The aircraft car
rier is not this country's only mllitary 
representative overseas. It does not pro
vide this country's only source of tactical 
air power. 

In countries across the world, the air 
force maintains tactical fighters and 
bombers. As the number of aircraft car
riers has declined, so has the number of 
aircraft carrier air wings. 

Those tactical aircraft have increased 
range and effectiveness. There are fewer 
overseas Air Force bases today but the 
Air Force has not complained that its 
forces have diminished. In addition, the 
Army has troops stationed around the 
world with greater firepower and mo
bility than ever before. 

Some aircraft carriers are necessary 
but I do not believe we need another air
craft carrier now. 

THE SOVIET THREAT 

During the debate over the Trident 
submarine proposal, much was made of 
the Soviet threat with the implication 
that the Soviet Union had a "Trident"
type of submarine already. When the rep
resentatives of the Navy have testified 
about the need for CVN-70, they too have 
talked about the Soviet threat-in terms 
of Soviet aircraft carriers. 

We have heard that same justification 
for the B-1, the ICBM, the Trident, and 
every other weapon proposed. "We must 
build,'' the argument goes, "because the 
Soviets are catching up or going ahead 
of us." 

There should be no confusion on this 
point. 

The Soviet Union has built what can 
be called an "aircraft carrier." They are 
building another one now, according to 

. 

the Navy. But in no sense of the word 
can these two ships be considered com
parable or threatening to this country's 
attack carriers. Secretary of Defense 
Elliot Richardson's testimony before the 
Senate Armed Services Committee in 
March bears that out: 

They have one (deleted). And they have 
just laid the keel for the second. The first 
one 1s about 900 feet long, and 40,000 tons. 
It is about half of the displacement of our 
own Forrestal class or Eisenhower class car
riers. It has a rather short fllght deck (de
leted). It &ppears to be designed to provide 
aM" cover for Soviet naval task forces through 
the use of helicopters and very short ta.keoff 
and landing aircraft. 

Helicopters and very short takeoff 
and landing aircraft-these are a far cry 
from Gh.e tactical firepower that is massed 
on every major U.S. aircraft carrier. Un
like our own carriers, the Soviet light 
carrier is designed primarily for defense 
purposes. It hardly represents a major 
threat. 

So let us make this plain: the Soviets 
have no aircraft carriers of our type. We 
have no knowledge of any plans for them 
to build supercarriers. We have heard 
of the threat of the Soviet Navy and 
how it might surpass ours, yet they have 
no carrier of our type and no plans for 
any. 

All of the countries of the world put 
together do not have one quarter of the 
aircraft carrier power of this country. 
There are no indications that the balance 
will change--whether the U.S. carrier 
force level stands at 15, 12, or even 9. 

During the Trident debate yesterday, 
there also was great controversy over the 
importance of the Trident program as a 
"bargaining chip" in the SALT talks. My 
distinguished and able colleague from 
the State of Washington (Mr. JACKSON) 
argued forcibly that the United States 
could not bargain from a position of 
strength without Trident. 

Whatever the merits of that argument, 
Mr. President, it is not an issue here. 
The aircraft carrier generally-and the 
CVN-70 in particular-cannot possibly 
be a "bargaining chip" because no one 
else has the quantity and quality of car
riers that we do and, furthermore, no 
one else seems to want them. 

The mere fact that no other navy in 
the world is bent on building majestic 
and gigantic aircraft carriers-together 
with an acceptance of the changing role 
and incredible cost of big carriers-ought 
to lead our own Navy to reevaluate the 
big carrier as a practical weapon. 

ALTERNATIVES 

Unless we are to continue to spend bil
lions of dollars indefinitely to build large 
aircraft carriers, we have to find alterna
tives. The Navy itself has proposed a "sea 
control ship"-SCS-that it says is de
signed to supplement the large carriers 
in "low-risk" areas. 

The Navy had requested almost $30 
million in this year's budget for initial 
procurement of long lead items for SCS, 
but the Senate Armed Services Commit
tee rejected the request. The committee 
said funding should wait "until such time 
as the concept has been completely vali
dated and the 'optimum aircraft'-for 
SCS-have been fully defined." 

SCS could perform many of the duties 

of the large carriers-from antisubma
rine warfare to convoy escort duty to dis
playing American presence overseas-
and it could perform them with less ex
pense. The Navy plans eight of these 
ships at a total cost of $1.1 billion, just 
about what it takes to construct the 
CVN-70. 

During hearings by the House Armed 
Services Committee. Vice Admiral Price 
said sea control ships "can adequately 
carry out worldwide sea control tasks in 
an effective manner-but-it could not 
carry the F-14's the aircraft carrier has 
to have." But the big carriers would still 
carry the F-14's. 

COST OF CANCELLATION OR DELAY 

It is no secret that Congress author
ized $299 million last year for the con
struction of long lead items for the CVN-
70, mostly for propulsion. The advocates 
of the CVN-70 proposal no doubt will 
argue that the authorization presents us 
with a fait accompli. It most certainly 
does not. 

The Navy has told me that, as of Sep
tember 15, 1973, less than 2 weeks ago. 
only $15 million of that amount had been 
spent. It said that the remainder of the 
money has been "obligated" to contrac
tors. During his testimony before the 
House Armed Services Committee, Vice 
Adm. Hyman G. Rickover, Director, U.S. 
Navy Nuclear Propulsion Directorate 
estimated that it would cost "$60 to $100 
million-if the CVN-70 is not approved 
this year, and we are required to termi
nate the contracts we have placed." Ad
miral Rickover also said that a delay in 
the CVN-70 program would cost $50 
million. 

However, at least some of that "invest
ment" would not be lost. Since CVN-70 
would be almost identical to Eisenhower 
and Nimitz, equipment being built for 
CVN-70 could be used as spare parts for 
those two other aircraft carriers. In any 
event, at worst, the Federal Government 
would be out $155 million, using the 
Navy's own figures, and at best, it would 
be out $65 million. Whatever the figure 
it is a far cry from tpe $3 billion that all 
of us will be out if the CVN-70 is built. 
It certainly makes little sense to throw 
good money after bad. Less than 3.5 per
cent of the total cost would be lost if we 
discontinued CVN-70. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to 
support this amendment. Physically the 
CVN-70 will be an impressive ship' but 
then so will its cost. If we build it' the 
American people will not be getti~g a 
goo? return on their investment of $3 
billion. For all of the publicity and pro
jections, CVN-70 remains a proposal 
grounded more on naval tradition and 
nostalgia than on commonsense. Times 
have changed-the "golden age" of the 
aircraft carrier has passed-and so must 
the traditional concepts of naval military 
power. With its sea control ship proposal, 
the NavY has started to move in the right 
direction, but it first must clear the 
hurdle of an obsession with yet another 
supercarrier. 

On this vote-one of the last on the 
military procurement bill-more is at 
stake than just the fate of the CVN-70 
nuclear aircraft carrier. I think our 
credibility and our responsibility are at 
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stake as well. We all haw spoken of the 
need to control Federal spending. We all 
have maintained that fiscal responsi
btlity is the Congress responsibility. Yet, 
time after time, in these last 10 C.ays, the 
Senate seems to have forgotten that-in 
the face of some rather intense "persua
sive" efforts that, I am told, are virtually 
unprecedented. Whatever the reason, 
whatever the cause, the Senate has not 
voted to reduce military spending. It has 
voted to increase it-by one-third over 
the recommendations of the Armed 
Services Committee. 

The amount of Federal spending al
ways has been an issue in this court try, 
and little more than 20 years ago, it was 
the subject of a speech by a prominent 
public official. This is how part of it 
went: 

Every gun that is made, every warship 
launched, every rocket fired signifies, in the 
final sense, a. theft from those who hunger 
a.nd a.re not fed, those who are cold a.nd are 
not clothed. This world in arms is not spend
ing money alone. It is spending the sweat 
of its laborers, the genius of its scientists, 
the hopes of its children . . . the cost of 
one modern heavy bomber is this: a. modern 
brick school in more than 30 cities. It is two 
electric power plants, two fine fully-equipped 
hospitals .... We pay for a. single fighter 
plane with a. half-million bushels of wheat. 
We pa.y for a. single destroyer with new homes 
that could have housed more than 8,000 peo
ple. This, I repeat, is the best way of life to 
be found on the road the world has been 
taking. This is not a way of life at all, in 
any true sense. Under the cloud of threaten
ing war, it is humanity hanging from a cross 
of iron. 

The speaker was Dwight D. Eisen
hower. The oosts have increased quite a 
bit since then. And so has the need to 
make the right decisions. 

So I urge the defeat of this additional 
money, the $657 million this ~ar, which 
will ultimately cost us $3 billion. I urge 
support of this amendment. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I am pre
pared to yield back the remainder of my 
time if the Senator from Idaho is pre
pared to yield back his time. 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator from Arkan
sas wanted me to yield to him. 

Mr. TOWER. Then I reserve my time. 
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I yield to 

the Senator from Arkansas. How much 
time did the Senator want? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Five minutes ought 
to be enough to start with. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
would like to commend the Senator from 
Iowa for a very thoughtful and thorough 
speech. He dealt with the basic question, 
I think, in an unanswerable way. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to join the 
Senator from Iowa <Mr. CLARK) and 
others in cosponsoring the amendment to 
eliminate the $657 million requested by 
the Navy for construction of another nu
clear aircraft carrier, the billion-dollar 
CVN-70, or I could say $3 billion. 

In considering this request for funds, 
we should weigh the needs for this ex
tremely expensive ship against the need 
to reduce Government spending. We 
should contrast the $657 million the ad
ministration wants to spend for this ad
ditional carrier against the cuts it wants 

to make in health disaster relief, water 
and sewer, and education programs. 

In my view the determination of need 
can be made rather easily. The Navy al
ready has one nuclear carrier, as the 
Senator from Iowa has pointed out, the 
Enterprise, in service, and two others, the 
Nimitz and the Dwight D. Eisenhower, 
under construction. These two carriers 
will cost a total of $1.3 billion according 
to the Navy, with the Nimitz due to be 
delivered in 1974 and the Eisenhower in 
1975. 

The Navy currently has 14 attack air
craft carriers and has estimated that a 
force of 11 or 12 modern aircraft carriers 
will be in operation in the early 1980's, 
with the CVN-70 becoming the 12th if it 
is built. These carriers, with 1,000 mod
ern aircraft, would constitute a powerful 
and more than adequate fleet. Without 
the CVN-70 we would still have six car
riers stationed in the Atlantic and Medi
terranean, and five carriers in the Pa
cific, three of which would be nuclear
powered. 

CVN-70 would represent an incre
mental addition to our sea-based power 
of only one-twelfth, at a cost ranging 
well into the billions. There is simply no 
justification for such an enormous ex
penditure for this purpose. 

It is important to remember that the 
$1 billion is the cost of the construction 
of the carrier only. Costs of the aircraft 
and escort vehicles would also be con
siderable, probably as much as $1 billion 
for the planes and another billion for 
the escort ships. Thus the basic costs of 
CVN-70 would really be more in the 
range of $3 billion. This says nothing of 
the costs of operating, maintaining, and 
manning the ship. The Center for De
fense Information calls this the most 
expensive ship ever built and says that 
over 30 years the carrier, its aircraft and 
its ship and air crew will cost about $10.4 
billion. 

The CVN-70 is an extravagance from 
the standpoint of both cost and need. 
Indeed there are strong questions about 
the role and value of aircraft carriers 
in this era. Aircraft carriers have no role 
in the direct defense of the United States 
and also are unlikely to have a mission 
in any nuclear war. Carrie~ will be ex
tremely vulnerable in a:-- :najor con
frontation. 

The carrier is in no way ntal to the 
defense of the United States. It is an 
outmoded naval weapons system. Its only 
real role in this age is as an instrument 
of intervention. It is a weapon without 
a legitimate mission. 

By now we should be aware of the 
unwisdom of military intervention in the 
affairs of other nations. I see no reason 
why we should equip ourselves with still 
another carrier. It has been demon
strated that we already have more than 
ample means of getting involved in far
away adventures. 

Testifying last year on behalf of the 
CVN-70, Vice Adm. Jerome H. King told 
the Committee on Armed Services: 

The peacetime presence mission of the at
tack carriers, particularly those which are 
nuclear powered, is one of our most effec
tive ln$truments of national power. We must 
back up the President's decision and be pre-

pared to back them up at any time with ef
fective ready forces that ca.n move out rapid
ly a.nd deploy in a timely manner. 

I believe that Congress has indicated 
in recent months that action of this sort 
should not be the "President's decision,'' 
as the admiral phrased it. 

The decision to use our military power 
abroad should be a decision in which the 
Congress participates. It should partici
pate in this with due deliberation, or we 
will again repeat, as I have indicated, the 
misadventure such as we have had in 
Southeast Asia. 

In a sense, approval of another car
rier is an implicit approval of what I be
lieve is the discredited policy of allowing 
the executive to intervene any time and 
any place it chooses to do so. 

The aircraft carrier is essentially de
signed for, and about the only mission I 
can think of is, intervention in other 
countries affairs. 

As the Senator from Iowa has indi
cated, the Russians have had no simi
lar aircraft carrier up to now, and I 
doubt seriously that they will have one, 
except if we can continue to build them, 
I suppose, like the old instinct to keep 
up with the Jones, they may decide to 
copy us. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. May I have 2 min
utes, please? 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I yield 2 
minutes to the Senator from Arkansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arkansas is recognized for 2 
minutes. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the 
CVN-70 would be an outmoded, sitting 
duck or sinkable airfield, if you prefer, in 
a nuclear age. The only apparent purpose 
for this extremely expensive ship would 
be as an instrument of intervention by 
force directed primarily at the smaller 
nations, not against Russia. Such a ship 
would be too vulnerable for any respon
sible naval officer to approach the shores 
of Russia, with their capacity for de
fending against such cumbersome and 
enormous targets. 

For our country to try to preserve a 
"Pax Americana," to police the world by 
force, rather than to use diplomacy and 
persuasion, is a misguided, obsolete ap
proach, unsuitable to the conditions 
which have developed in the world with 
the advent of nuclear weapons. 

I cannot imagine that even as a "bar
gaining chip" in the SALT talks, the air
craft carrier would be a very valuable 
one in contrast to the submarine. 

The only argument that seemed to me 
to have even a little validity with regard 
to the Trident was, "Well, if we continue 
production of the Trident and it is in 
the ways, it will be a powerful ship to put 
into the SALT talks to dissuade the 
Russians from continuing or increasing 
the building of submarines on their 
part." 

Perhaps that is a valid argument, as
suming, of course, the irrationality of 
the Russians, as well as ourselves, and it 
has been supported, I think, largely on 
that ground; but, in any case, their hav
ing no aircraft carriers of their own, I 
am not sure, with that as the chip, they 
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would have to match it. Furthermore, I 
do not think the Russians worry about 
whether we will waste too much money 
on such obsolete weapons. They would 
probably prefer us to build obsolete 
weapons, involving so much money, be
cause it would divert those funds from 
the building of additional submarines, 
whether they be large and ungainly ones, 
or the Poseidon, which, from the argu
ments I have heard, are the best weap
ons we have. 

Mr. President, I believe that this au
thorization for further funding is for 
an obsolete ship and is contrary to our 
national interest. 

I hope the Senate will support the 
amendment of the distinguished Sena
tor from Iowa. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Iowa yield to me for 
a question? 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Mis
souri. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, has 
the Senator placed in the RECORD the 
cost of the CVN-70 over a period of 
years? 

Mr. CLARK. Yes, I have. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, as I 

understand it, the cost for 30 years is 
estimated at $10 billion for one carrier 
task force. 

Mr. CLARK. $10.4 billion over 30 
years. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
when we get into the question of sub
marines, the story they give us is that 
we are way behind the Soviet Union and 
that therefore, we should catch up in 
order to have the same number as the 
Soviet Union. 

Does the able Senator know how many 
carriers the Soviet Union has? 

Mr. CLARK. The Soviet Union has no 
carriers of our type. They have one car
rier and another under construction. 
They are only half the size of those in 
our present fleet of 14. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
am not counting the Moskva-class car
rier, which is for helicopters. They have 
two, and they may have a carrier that 
will take planes and they may not. We 
are not sure. 

Mr. CLARK. There certainly is no So
viet nuclear aircraft carrier, and to the 
best of our knowledge, none other than 
would accommodate the helicopters and 
the vertical flight planes. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. If they have one, it 
would be 14 to 1 in our favor. 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. We not only want 

to equal them in submarines as soon as 
possible, based on the discussion, but it 
would result in building by all odds the 
10 most expensive boats in the history 
of the world. We want to get more car
riers, even though we outnumber them 
by 14 to 1. Is that correct? 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct. 
Mr .SYMINGTON. The newly ap

pointed distinguished Secretary of State, 
Dr. Kissinger, made an agreement in 
Moscow to give the Soviet Union more 
ICBM's than we have because of the 

added capability of our strategic bombers 
and forward-based aircraft. That was 
upset by Members of the Senate, and the 
administration agreed that the formula 
which the present Secretary of State 
used in a press conference to justify that 
agreement with the Soviet Union was in
correct. Therefore, it is my understand
ing that based on language adopted by 
the Senate last year with respect to the 
SALT agreements, in addition to our 
strategic bomber, where we outnumber 
any possible enemy, and our forward 
based aircraft, we should also have the 
same number of ICBM's as the Soviet 
Union has. Is that correct? 

Mr. CLARK. That is my understand
ing. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. It is my under
standing, too. Under those circumstances, 
it would appear that we must be equal or 
superior in every category of every weap
on in the world regardless of our supe
riority in the strategic bomber and num
ber of warheads. 

Mr. CLARK. It certainly appears that 
way to me. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The State Depart
ment a year ago put out a pamphlet in 
which they stated the United States at 
that time had 6,000 nuclear warheads 
and the Soviet Union had 2,500. They 
also said that by 1977 the 2,500 of the 
Soviet Union would be increased to 4,000, 
and the 6,000 nuclear warheads under 
the present plans of the United States 
would be increased to 10,000. 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. No doubt there may 

have been some changes in that since 
last year, but actually we only have to 
be destroyed once in order to be destroy
ed. Is that correct? 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct. It 
is my understanding that we can now 
destroy every city in the Soviet Union 
of more than 20,000 population three 
times over. I would think that is suf
ficient. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Actually if we had 
only 4,000 nuclear warheads, instead of 
10,000 in 1977, and the Soviets had 10,000 
based on the figures the able Senator 
from Iowa has just presented, it would 
be possible for us to destroy the Soviet 
Union, would it not? 

Mr. CLARK. That is correct. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. So what the Sena

tor has said is that he believes in the 
basic soundness of the theory of over
kill. Am I correct? 

Mr. CLARK. That is correct. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. I have no illusions 

about any success that we may have with 
respect to this amendment. A cartoon in 
the Baltimore Sun this morning shows 
the Senate being lined up by an officer 
who appears to be annoyed by the rela
tively ineffective efforts that were made 
to hold the military budget down to a 
reasonable figure. I do think as we con
tinue to recognize the increasing prob
lems we have at home-the cost of meat 
in the supermarket, the high taxes, the 
high interest rates, the inability of young 
people to buy homes, the lack of adequate 
care of the sick and aged, the lack of ade
quate money for the education of our 
youth, and so forth-! do think that even 
though we may be controlled, on this bill, 

by the Pentagon, we ought to make a 
record to show how wrong are some of the 
programs that have been lobbied for by 
the mill tary. 

Mr. CLARK. I agree. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sena

tor. I shall vote for his amendment. 
Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator for 

his support and also for his questions and 
comments. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, is the 
Senator from Iowa prepared to yield 
back the remainder of his time? 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, how much 
time have I remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Iowa has 8 minutes left; the 
Senator from Texas has 25 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. CLARK. I should like to take 
about 3 minutes. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the reason 
I made the inquiry is that some of our 
brethren, both Democratic and Republi
can, have said that they would like to 
have the vote come now. 

Mr. CLARK. I will take 2 minutes. 
After 10 days, we have not cut one 

single dollar from the committee's rec
ommendations. Instead, we have added 
half a billion. This is virtually our last 
opportunity to vote responsibly to hold 
down the military program budget. We 
have applauded the President's success at 
detente; his success at various mutual 
reduction of arms conferences; and at 
the SALT talks. Yet we have seen no 
benefits from that detente. 

The Senator from Missouri <Mr. 
SYMINGTON) said that we now possess 
significant overkill with our present sys
tem. That fact is indisputable. We know 
an argument for strategic weapons is 
made that we must keep up with the So
viet Union. Yet clearly we know that the 
Soviets plan no carriers of our type. 

So, when we see all of this, when we 
realize that an aireraft carrier no longer 
fills the role it once did in the Second 
World War and the wars that occurred 
thereafter, it simply makes no sense for 
us to permit another $3 billion to be spent 
on a vulnerable and unnecessary aircraft 
carrier. 

I yield back the remainder of my time. 
Mr. TOWER. I yield back the re

mainder of my time. 
Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, will 

the distinguished Senator from Iowa 
yield to me? 

Mr. CLARK. I yield to the distin
guished Senator from illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How 
much time does the Senator yield? 

Mr. CLARK. How much does the Sen
ator wish? 

Mr. STEVENSON. Three minutes. 
Mr. CLARK. I yield the Senator 3 

minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Dlinois is recognized for 3 
minutes. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator will withhold for a moment, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Dlinois is recognized. 
Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, this 

amendment would not only save funds, 
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as the Senator from Iowa and the Sena
tor from Missouri have pointed out; it 
would also, in my judgment, lead to a 
stronger naval capability. 

This weapons system is expensive. With 
its complement of aircraft and escort 
vessels, it would cost about $3 billion. 

It is highly vulnerable to attack by 
surface-to-surface missiles, and also to 
attack by nuclear submarines. 

But, Mr. President, the chief point I 
want to make is that all of its capabilities 
could be performed more effectively and 
at lower cost by other combinations of 
vessels. Its antisubmarine role could be 
performed more cheaply by land-based 
planes and multipurpose vessels. Its sea 
control mission could be performed less 
expensively by other surface vessels. Its 
shore support mission might be per
formed by surface-to-surface missiles 
launched from less expensive naval plat
forms, or by planes launched from less 
expensive carriers. 

I am concerned, too, that the Penta
gon's request for this fourth nuclear air
craft carrier is not dictated by any clear 
perception of political or military reali
ties in the latter half of the 20th cen
tury, but instead by habit, and bad habit. 
It is a throw-back to the old battleship, 
and little more than a status symbol for 
the Navy and a tribute to interservice 
rivalry. 

I urge the Senate to support the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Iowa. 

DELETE FUNDS FOR THE CARRIER 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, I am 
happy to join my distinguished colleague 
from the State of Iowa <Mr. CLARK) in 
his effort to delete the $657 million pro
posed for the newest nuclear aircraft car
rier, the CVN-70. 

The case for aircraft carriers rests 
much more on history and tradition 
rather than commonsense or sophisti
cated analysis. The naval limitation 
treaties of the 1920's and 1930's locked 
us into the notion that we needed 15 cap
ital ships, and now that battleships have 
gone into mothballs, that means 15 
carriers. 

Never mind that the Soviet Union has 
never followed the same course. The U.S. 
Navy still wants to spend its limited re
sources for surface ships on huge pro
grams like giant aircraft carriers rather 
than buying more but smaller ships. 

Now is the time to learn the lessons 
of history and adapt to modern weaponry 
by turning away from large-scale carrier 
development. 

Carriers look impressive. They can 
"show the flag" in remote ports. They can 
carry a vast potential for destruction. 
But in the event of a major war with a 
major power, they will be floating coffins. 
To make all carriers totally invulnerable 
to enemy submarines, aircraft, cruise 
missiles, and the like would be as costly 
and as futile as our mistaken attempt to 
protect all our missiles and cities by an 
ABM. 

In a conventional war, I believe that 
the sea lanes could be kept open better 
by a larger number of special purpose 
ships rather than a handful of carriers. 
The very power of carriers-with dozens 
of aircraft on each-makes them a high 
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priority target for any enemy. And the 
neutralization or incapacitation of one 
carrier would seriously weaken our 
Navy's ability to perform its sea control 
mission. This vulnerability would be espe
cially true in the most discussed limited 
war contingency-in the eastern Medi
terranean. In that area, the Soviet Union 
can already deploy submarines, land
based aircraft, and high-speed surface 
ships equipped with antiship missiles. 
The effort to protect even one carrier 
under those circumstances would vastly 
reduce our ability to give support to com
bat operations, for Navy doctrine calls 
for reducing its attack aircraft by over 
one-third in order tO perform an ASW 
mission. 

In a nuclear war, the survivability of 
carrier task forces is remote, so remote 
that I am surprised that the Navy still 
foresees a role for such ships in those 
circumstan:;es. To continue to build huge 
carriers is to continue to put too many 
high-priced eggs into a very shaky 
basket. 

These tactical considerations only 
strengthen the cost arguments for de
leting funds for another nuclear carrier. 
·when all the costs are added up, we find 
that the total bill will be staggering-not 
only for the Navy but also for our hard
pressed taxpayers. 

This one carrier, the CVN-70, will cost 
nearly $1 billion. To equip this one car
rier with its typical air wing will cost an
other $657 million. To provide only six 
escort ships will take ano ther $577 mil
lion, for a partial total of $2.l9 billion. 
And even this figure does not take into 
account other escort or supply and re
plenishment ships which might be 
needed. 

According to official Navy estimates, 
these seven ships and associated aircraft 
will cost $140.6 million each year to op
erate. Who knows what the cost will be 
in then-year dollars, when inflation has 
padded the bill even more? 

Thus, to buy and operate these planes 
and ships for 10 years will cost nearly 
$3.6 billion. And this is only the price tag 
for one carrier group. 

The Navy says it also wants to have re
placement carriers in 1985, 1987, 1989, 
and so forth. If we are to build to meet 
these deadlines, we will have to make 
down payments on additional multi
billion-dollar systems in the next few 
years. 

Mr. President, I am not willing to ask 
the American people to pay all these bills 
for such a questionable and vulnerable 
capability. 

Senator CLARK has done a valuable 
public service by raising these issues here 
and now, so that we can stop payment 
on this carrier before we all find our
selves in budgetary bankruptcy. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, since 
the beginning of this year many of us 
have been making speeches about the 
contest between the President and the 
Congress over national priorities and 
over control of the national budget. 

Many of us have described this strug
gle in essentially the same way. We have 
refuted the claim that the Congress is a 
spendthrift institution bent on adding to 
the budget, to the deficit, or to inflation. 

On the contrary, we have adopted our 
own budget ceiling of $268 billion-lower 
than the President's-to demonstrate 
that if anything we are more serious 
than the President about limiting spend
ing to responsible levels. And we have 
asserted that our quarrel is instead about 
priorities, with the Congress determined 
to meet the backlog of human needs at 
home, while Mr. Nixon wants more 
money to underwrite our military pos
ture abroad. We both want to limit the 
budget, we have said. But in different 
places. 

After watching Senate action on the 
military procurement bill, I am forced 
to retract that description. 

After all the debate and all these 
amendments, the net effect of Senate 
action has been to add $500 million to 
the military spending levels recommend
ed by the committee. 

When all is said and done, we have 
timidly followed the instructions of our 
supposed servants in the Pentagon, and 
we have given them virtually everything 
they wanted. 

It is a shame that those who want the 
economy repaired, or energy supplies 
assured, or inflation stopped, or housing 
built, or medical care improved, cannot 
come up here in impressive uniforms 
and lobby so persistently and so per
suasively. Maybe then we would override 
some of these vetoes of domestic pro
grams, and perhaps even insist that 
arms spending must at least stop rising 
if a "generation of peace" is at hand. 

But in any case, it seems clear that 
many of us had misconstrued the 
argument. 

The President wants to cut the budget 
in the wrong places. But the Congress 
seems unwilling to cut it at all. 

And our actions seem to be telling the 
American people that regardless of what 
we might say, the public purse does not 
reside on Capitol Hill; the biggest part 
of it is at the Pentagon, and the rest is 
in the President's pocket. 

Mr. TOWER. Now does the Senator 
yield back the remainder of his time? 

Mr 0 CLARK. I yield back the remain
der of my time. 

Mr 0 TOWER. I yield back the remain
der of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc
CLURE). All remaining time having 
been yielded back, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment of the Sen
ator from Iowa (Mr. CLARK). On this 
question, the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD (after having voted 
in the affirmative). On this vote I have a 
pair with the distinguished Senator from 
Pennsylvania <Mr. ScoTT). If he were 
present and voting, he would vote "nay;" 
if I were at liberty to vote, I would vote 
"yea." I withdraw my vote. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from Missouri (Mr. 
EAGLETON), the Senator from Hawaii 
(Mr.lNOUYE), the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. METCALF), the Senator from Arkan
sas <Mr. McCLELLAN), and the Senator 
from Indiana \Mr. BAYH) are necessarily 
absent. 
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I further announce that the Senator 
from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), and the Sen
ator from Louisiana <Mr. JoHNSTON) are 
absent on official business. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Oregon (Mr. PACKWOOD), 
the Senator from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
HUGH ScoTT) , and the Senator from Vir
ginia (Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT) are neces
sarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Ohio <Mr. TAFT) is absent on of
ficial business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. PEARSON) is absent be
cause of illness. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Tilinois (Mr. PERCY) is absent by 
leave of the Senate. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Tilinois (Mr. 
PERCY), and the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
TAFT) would each vote "nay." 

The Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. 
CoTTON) is absent because of illness in 
his family. 

The pair of the Senator from Pennsyl
vania <Mr. HuGH ScoTT) has been pre
viously announced. 

The result was announced-yeas 30, 
nays 55, as follows: 

Abourezk 
Bible 
Bid en 
Brooke 
Burdick 
Case 
Chiles 
Church 
Clark 
Cranston 

[No. 437 Leg.] 
YEAS-30 

Fulbright 
Hart 
Hartke 
Haskell 
Hatfield 
Hathaway 
Hughes 
Javits 
Kennedy 
Long 

NAYS-55 

McGovern 
Mondale 
Moss 
Nelson 
Pell 
Proxmire 
Sax be 
Stevenson 
Symington 
TUnney 

Aiken Eastland Montoya 
Allen Ervin Muskie 
Baker Fannin Nunn 
Bartlett Fong Pastore 
Beall Goldwater Randolph 
Bellmon Griffin Rlblcoff 
Bennett Gurney Roth 
Bentsen Hansen Schweiker 
Brock Helms Sparkman 
Buckley Hollings Stafford 
Byrd, Hruska Stennis 

Harry F., Jr. Huddleston Stevens 
Byrd, Robert c. Humphrey Talmadge 
cannon Jackson Thurmond 
Cook Magnuson Tower 
Curtis Mathias Weicker 
Dole McClure Williams 
Domenicl McGee Young 
Dominick Mcintyre 

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS 
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED--! 

Mansfield, for. 

Bayh 
Cotton 
Eagleton 
Gravel 
Inouye 

NOT VOTING-14 
Johnston Percy 
McClellan Scott, Hugh 
Metcalf Scott, 
Packwood William L. 
Pearson Taft 

CLARK's amendment was re-So Mr. 
jected. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
move that the vote by which amend
ment was rejected be reconsidered. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent, before the next 

amendment is laid before the Senate 
under the agreement, that the distin
guished Senator from Tilinois <Mr. 
STEVENSON) be recognized for not to ex
ceed 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

S. 2482-TO AMEND THE SMALL 
BUSINESS ACT 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the passage 
of S. 2482 be reconsidered, that third 
reading be reconsidered, and that the 
distinguished Senator from Kansas <Mr. 
DoLE) and the distinguishec Senator 
from Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY) be 
added as cosponsors of the amendment 
which I now have at the desk, and that 
the amendment be agreed to and that, 
as thus amended, the bill be repassed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objeclion to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HELMS). The amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

At the end of the bill add the following new 
section: 

"SEc. 10. (a) Section 3 of Public Law 
93-24 is amended by striking therefrom: 
•, and are unable to obtain sufficient credit 
elsewhere to finance their actual needs at 
reasonable rates and terms, taking into con
sideration preva111ng private and cooperative 
rates and terms in the community in or near 
which the applicant resides for loans for sim-
1lar purposes and periods of time', and in
sert in lieu thereof the following: 'Such loans 
shall be made without regard to whether 
the required financial assistance is other
wise available from private, cooperative, or 
other responsible sources'. 

" (b) The provisions of subsection (a) of 
this section shall be given effect with re
spect to all loan applications and loans 
made in connection with a disaster occur
ring on or after April 20, 1973. 

" (c) With regard to all disasters occurring 
on or after December 27, 1972, the Secre
tary of Agriculture shall extend for ninety 
days after the date of enactment of this 
section the deadline for seeking assistance 
under section 321 of the Consolidated Farm 
and Rural Development Act as amended by 
this section. 

"(d) Section 321(a) of Public Law 87-128, 
as amended, is hereby amended by striking 
'which cannot be met for temporary periods 
of time by private, cooperative, or other 
responsible sources (including loans the 
Secretary is authorized to make or insure 
under subtitles A and B of this title or any 
other Act of Congress), at reasonable rates 
and terms for loans for similar purposes and 
periods of time'. The provisions of this sub
section shall be given effect with respect to 
all loan applications and loans made in con
nection with a disaster occurring on or after 
December 27, 1972." 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am pleased 
to cosponsor the amendment being pro
posed by the junior Senator from illinois 
<Mr. STEVENSON) requiring the Farmers 
Home Administration to make emergency 
loans to farmers and rural families on 
the same terms as are now being made 
by the Small Business Administration to 
other businessmen antd urban residents 
This amendment is necessary to correct 

an inequity that has arisen as a result 
of enactment of Public Law 93-24 earlier 
this year. Under the provisions of that 
law, a farmer applying for a disaster 
loan from the Farmers Home Adminis
tration must show that he is unable to 
obtain credit elsewhere before being eligi
ble for the 5 percent disaster loan. A 
businessman, on the other hand, is not 
subject to the same credit limitations on 
receiving the 5 percent loans. Farmers 
are being required to go out and try to 
obtain loans for rebuilding their dam
aged property at the current market 
rates of 7, 8, or 9 percent, while other 
businessmen in the same community re
ceive 5 percent loans to restore their 
businesses. 

Traditionally, and as expressly pro
vided in the Disaster Relief Act of 1970. 
which I helped to write, disaster loans 
were made to an individual without re
quiring that the applicant try to obtain 
credit from other sources. It has always 
been the intent of Congress to treat all 
disaster victims alike-in urban or rural 
areas. The Stevenson-Dole amendment 
is necessary to restore that element of 
fairness and equality of treatment. 

Farmers are themselves businessmen 
and basic fairness dictates that they 
should receive benefits which are equal 
to the Federal disaster relief available to 
commercial operations through the Small 
Business Administration. I would point 
out that recent storms in Kansas have 
hit at a critical time of year when the 
summer crops are being harvested and 
the fall crops are being planted. And any 
relief which can be provided to put farm
ers back in operation is also important to 
the Nation as a bo:mteous crop from our 
farms is vitally needed in the coming 
year to meet our national demands and 
put food on the grocer's shelf at a price 
the consumer can afford. 

I ask unanimous consent that por
tions of an article, which appeared in 
the Kansas City Times on Thursday. 
September 27, describing the recent dev
istating storms in Kansas be printed in 
the RECORD at the conclusion of my re
marks, for I believe the Dole-Stevenson 
amendment will be extremely important 
to the efforts of Kansas farmers to re
build and repair their property. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Kansas City Times, Sept. 23, 1973] 

STORM AREA FACES FLOODING THREATS 
Under gray and threatening skies, resi

dents of Clay Center and Greenleaf, 25 miles 
north-northeast, sadly but thankful to be 
alive, went about the task of retrieving scat
tered and damaged possessions. While the 
property damage was heavy, Clay Center's 
5,100 residents escaped with no deaths. At 
Greenleaf, two children among the 480 resi
dents were killed when a twister blew down 
a home. They were Angie Buhr, 5, and her 
sister, Harmyln, 1. Their parents, Mr. and 
Mrs. George Buhr, and another sister, Jo 
Ann, 3, were injured. 

The scenes of people attempting to begin 
their lives anew were common all along the 
storm's path-near Salina where the storm 
damaged a mobile homes court, at Niles on 
I-70 between Salina and Abilene where Mrs. 
Marie Bell, 67, was killed in her cafe. 

Public ut111ty crews worked around the 
clock to restore electric power and telephone 
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service. Some power was restored in parts of 
all the communities hit. Telephone service, 
completely knocked out here along with the 
e:ectricity, was restored on an emergency 
basis. 

"We're still not accepting direct-dial long
distance calls for Clay Center, a telephone 
company spokesman said in Topeka. "All calls 
have to be placed through an operator be
cause of the volume of telephone traffic try
ing to get in there." 

Long-distance service has been restored to 
Washington Hollenberg, Marquette, Mor
rowville, Linn, Palmer, Barnes, Salemberg, 
Hunter and Barnard. Still without long-dis
tance service were Green, Morganville and 
Greenleaf. 

The other deaths caused by the storm were 
Mr. and Mrs. Herman Meier of Lincoln, Ka.n., 
who were swept into a creek north of Ells
worth. Two women missing and feared kllled 
in Clay County were accounted for during 
the day as the cleanup efforts moved into 
high gear. 

As weary cleanup workers settled into 
emergency shelters and untouched homes 
here last night a 7 p.m. to 6 a.m. curfew was 
put into effect and security was tightened to 
prevent looting, some of which was reported 
shortly after the tornado struck. · 

The full scope of the damage was just 
beginning to emerge last night. The Red 
Cross said a • • • 500 Clay Center homes 
damaged, • • • with major damage and 
about • • • destroyed. About 75 percent of 
the town's businesses were damaged in some 
way by the tornado. 

The east wing of the Clay County Hos
pital here was badly damaged and a hospital 
spokesman said there was no trace of a 
7¥2-ton air conditioner ripped from the hos
pital's roof. Marvin Henry, Topeka, area Civil 
Defense co-ordinator, estimated damage to 
the hospital at $250,000. 

Henry said damage at the municipal power 
plant here was estimated at $250,000. 

In addition to the 40 mobile homes near 
Salina that were damaged, Henry said, the 
Western Electric plant there was hit. 

Henry said that of the 150 houses in Green
leaf 50 were destroyed, and the others were 
damaged. He estimated the damage to the 
city hall and fire station at $30,000 each. 

Maj. James Martin of the highway patrol 
said he flew over Linn yesterday, said two 
houses in that town of 544 persons were 
destroyed and eight others damaged. The 
roof was blown off the school. Martin said 
he saw 20 or 30 farm houses north of Clay 
Center that were damaged or destroyed. 

Lorin Kasper, Clay Center police chief 
said 10 per cent of the cleanup work had 
been completed during the day, but travel 
was possible on only two roads, K-15 and 
U.S. 24. Tree branches and debris covered 
other streets. Kasper said he believed the 
damage to homes, businesses and public 
facllities would exceed $2 million. 

"This was a beautiful city, but now it will 
be a blight," Elmer Anderson, Clay Center 
lawyer, said. · 

"We were all but wiped out," a sad-faced 
man in a yellow raincoat said as he directed 
emergency vehicles past an intersection in 
the early morning hours. "There's my place. 
Look at it." 

His was the second house on the right 
from the corner-a 2-story frame structure 
which for all practical purposes, had been 
scattered about, its front and back yard. 

"Oh, she's all gone, isn't she," said a dazed 
local business man whose lumber yard, car 
wash and wrecking business was demolished 
by the twister. 

A flash flood watch for northeast Kansas 
and northwest Missouri was canceled about 
10: 15 p.m. last night as showers over the area 
decreased significantly, a National Weather 
Service spokesman said. 

While light to occa.ssiona.lly moderate 
showers continued, they posed no flooding 
threat in those areas. 

Rainfall in Kansas City from 7 a.m. to 7 
p.m. yesterday measured 1.34 inches. Rain
fall reading in area communities for the 12-
hour period ending at 7 p.m. yesterday were: 
Bonner Springs, .74 inch; Shawnee, 1.40 
inches, and Olathe, 1.70 inches. 

The significant rainfall recorded at Kansas 
City International Airport in the past week 
has been concentrated in the last four days. 
Last Thursday it rained .01 of an inch. Then 
no rain was recorded here until Sunday, when 
1 inch of rain fell. Rainfall total for the first 
part of this week: Monday, 4.04 inches; Tues
day, .01 inch, and yesterday, 1.34 inches. 

The Kansas Highway Commission last 
night reported 11 roads closed throughout 
the state because of high waters. 

Streams in the Kansas City area were be
low banks last night but rising. The Big Blue 
River was about 9 feet below banks at Ban
nister Road but 2 feet above banks at U.S. 50 
at 5 p.m. yesterday, the weather service said. 
The Little Platte River at Smlthvllle, Mo., 
was falling slowly but was stlll 4 feet above 
its banks there at 5 p.m., the weather serv
ice said. Only minor rises were expected on 
the Little Blue River in eastern Jackson 
County. 

The Missouri River at Kansas City was 
rising late yesterday afternoon but the 
weather service expected it to crest at 17 feet. 
Its flood stage is 22 feet. However the Mis
souri River at Waverly reached 19.1 feet by 
noon yesterday over its flood stage • • •. At 
St. Joseph the Missouri River was expected to 
crest at • • • this morning, over its flood 
stage of 17 feet. 

In Kansas high waters already have closed 
these roads, according to the highway com
mission: 

In northeast Kansas: K-9 at Monrovia., 
K-18 at Zandale and near K-177 south of 
Manhattan, K-30 between I-70 and Maple 
Hlll, K-82 south of Seneca and south of 
Sokiler, K-87 north of Vilets, and K-138 at 
Paxio. 

In :J.orth-central Kansas: K-4 from 
Gypsum to U.S. 81, and K-106 from K-18 
north to Minneapolis. 

In south-central Kansas: U.S. 183 about 4 
miles north of Greensburg because of a 
washed-out bridge, U.S. 50 from Kinsley to 
a junction with U.S. 281, and U.S. 56 from 
Kinsley to a junction with U.S. 183. 

Shawnee police reported yesterday that 
Ogg Road at Mlll Creek was closed. Wilder 
Road and Woodland Road three blocks north 
of 55th were reported covered with water but 
passable, a Shawnee police dispatcher said. 

The Kansas River was expected to contain 
flood waters within its banks, and its tribu
taries in central Kansas, the Solomon, Saline, 
Smokey Hlll and Republican rivers, were 
about 3 feet below the 1951 flood level. 

The flood stage of the Solomon, at Niles, 
where a woman was killed during a tornado 
Tuesday, is 24 feet. Yesterday afternoon 
waters there were reported at 28 feet by the 
weather service. In 1951 the river crested at 
31 feet. 

The Saline River at Tescott, north of 
Salina, was reported at flood stage yesterday, 
5 feet short of 30 feet, its crest in 1951. 

The Republican River at Clay Center, 
which was hit by two tornadoes Tuesday, 
reached 19 feet, 4 feet above its flood stage 
and 3 feet short of its crest in 1951. 

Kinsley, on the Arkansas River, reported 
waters at 11 feet, about 3 feet over the flood 
stage of 9 feet and 2 feet higher than lt 
reached in 1951. 

In Johnson County, Kansas, a sheriff's dis
patcher said access road from K-7 to the 
small community of Wilder was closed. 

In Clay County, Missouri, several gravel 
roads north of Smithville were closed due 
to flooding. 

The Civil Defense director of Platte 
County, Millard Pope, Jr., said the Platte 
River was rising there and might flood low
lying areas in Tracy 1.f rain continued. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the legisla
tion now before the Senate, S. 2482, is of 
importance to small businessmen 
throughout the country, but it is of spe
cial and indeed critical importance to 
hundreds of small businessmen in the 
State of Rhode Island. 

When the Senate first considered the 
Small Business Act amendments earlier 
this year, it adopted my amendment, on 
a record vote of 69 to 11, providing assist
ance to small businesses that suffer eco
nomic hardship because of the closing 
of Federal military installations. I regret 
that the President, because of provisions 
unrelated to this amendment, vetoed that 
original bill. 

The legislation now before us is de
signed to meet the objections raised by 
the President to the original legislation. 
I am delighted, however, to note that my 
amendment, providing assistance to 
these small businesses damaged by base 
closings, is included as section 6 of the 
bill now before us. 

The major naval installations in Rhode 
Island have been for decades a vital part 
of the economy of the State. Hundreds of 
small businesses have been established 
and operated to help meet the needs of 
the thousands of naval personnel and 
their families assigned to Navy bases in 
Rhode Island. 

The sudden, abrupt, and, I believe, 
outrageously wrong decision to close ma
jor portions of those bases leaves many 
of these businesses, through no fault of 
their own, facing severe economic hard
ships. 

The assistance provided by my amend
ment, section 6 of this bill, will at least 
give these small businesses a chance to 
adjust and survive in drastically changed 
economic conditions. 

The administration has promised to 
provide readjustment assistance to my 
State. I hope it will follow through on 
that promise by giving its support and 
ultimate approval to this legislation, in
cluding my amendment, to assist small 
businesses hurt by base closings. 

And in conclusion, I want to express 
my appreciation to the senior Senator 
from California <Senator CRANsTON) for 
his assistance, his cooperation, and his 
sensitivity to the special and particular 
problem confronting the small business
men of Rhode Island. 

Mr: BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unammous consent that my name be 
added as a cosponsor of the Stevenson
Dole amendment to S. 2482, to amend the 
Small Business Act. 

The amendment would insure that the 
emergency Farmers Home Administra
tion loans shall be available to farm 
families in rural areas following a :flood, 
drought, or other natural disaster, on 
the same terms and conditions that the 
SBA disaster loans are available to 
businessmen and urban dwellers. This 
subject has been before the Congress 
several times in the last year, but it has 
always been my position that the avail
ability of emergency disaster loans 
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should be the same under the various 
authorities, whatever the terms enacted. 

Without his amendment, as Senator 
STEVENSON explained, the SBA emer
gency loans are made at 5 percent inter
est under the act of April20, 1973, with
out regard to whether the applicants af
fected by the disaster are able to secure 
private loans. While that act made the 
Farmers Home Administration emer
gency loans available at the same in
terest rate, a proviso required a showing 
by applicants that they could not secure 
private credit at "reasonable rates"
with the result that the FHA is appar
ently requiring applicants in disaster 
areas to secure private loans at 7-, 8-, 
and 9-percent interest. The Stevenson 
amendment which, as I understand, is 
retroactive to disasters declared since 
December 27, would correct this inequity. 

In practical terms the amendment re
turns to the principle of Public Law 91-
606, the comprehensive Disaster Relief 
Act developed by the Public Works Com
mittee in 1970, which provided for both 
types of disaster loans to be r.nade with
out regard to a showing that private 
credit was not available, although the 
forgiveness and interest rates have been 
changed since that time. 

There are many counties in Tennessee 
which have been affected by the differ
ences this year between the terms of the 
FHA and SBA disaster loans. The 
amendment will be helpful in my State. 
I am glad that it is acceptable to the 
administration, and hope that it will be 
maintained by the House of Representa
ti-ves. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the various requests of the 
Senator from Illinois are agreed to and 
the bill is passed. 

The bill as ame11ded and passed is as 
follows: 

s. 2482 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
Amerioa in Congress assembled, 

AUTHORIZATION 
SECTION 1. Ps.ra.graph ( 4) of section 4 (c) 

of the Small Business Act is amended.-
(1) by striking out "$4,300,000,000" and 

inserting in lieu thereof "$6,600,000,000"; 
(2) by striking out "$500,000,000" where it 

appears in olause (B) and inserting in lieu 
thereof "$725,000,000"; 

(3) by striking out "$500,000,000" where 
it appears in clause (C) and inserting in 
lieu thereof "$600,('00,000': and 

(4) by striking out "$350,000,000" and in
serting in lieu thereof "$475,000,000". 

LOANS TO MEET REGULATORY STANDARDS 
SEc. 2. (a) Section 7(b) (5) of the Small 

Busines Act is amended to read as follows: 
" ( 5) to make such loans (either directly 

or in cooperation with banks or other lend
ing institutions through agreements to par
ticipate on an immediate or deferred basis) 
as the Administration may determine to be 
necessary or appropriate to assist any small 
busin ess con cern in effecting additions to 
or alternations in its plant, facilities, or 
methods of operation to meet requirements 
imposed. on such concern pursuant to any 
Federal law, any State law enacted in con
formity therewith, or any regulation or or
der of a duly authorized Federal, State. re
gional or local agency issued in conformity 
with such Federal law, if the Administration 
determines that such concern is likely to 
su1Ier substantial economic injury without 
assistance under this paragraph: Provided, 

That the maximum loon made to any small 
business concern under this paragraph shall 
not exceed the maximum loon which, under 
rules or regulations prescribed by the Ad
ministration, may be made to any business 
enterprise under paragraph (1) of tulS ;ub
section; and". 

(b) (1) Section 7(b) (6) of the Small Busi
ness Act is repealed. 

(2) Paragraph (7) of such section 7(b) is 
redesignated as paragraph (6). 

(c) Section 28(d) of the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act of 1970 (Public Law 
91-596) is amended by striking out "7(b) 
( 6) " and inserting in lieu thereof "7 (b) ( 5) ". 

(d) In no case shall the interest rate 
charged for loans to meet regulatory stand
ards be lower than loans made In connootlon 
with physical disasters. 

CONFORMING TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 
SEc. 3. (a) Subsection (g) of section 7 of 

the Small Business Act, as added by section 
3 (b) of the Small Business Investment Act 
Amendments of 1972, is redesignated as sub
section (h) . 

(b) Subsection (c) of section 4 of the 
Small Business Act is amended by striking 
out "7(g)" each place it appears in para
graphs (1) (B), (2), and (4) and inserting 
in lieu thereof "7(h) ". 
AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE WTIH 

RESPECT TO NATURAL DISASTERS 
SEc. 4. Notwithstanding the provisions of 

Public Law 93-24, the Secretary of Agricul
ture shall continue to exercise his authority 
with respect to natural disasters which oc
curred after December 26, 1972, but prior to 
April 20, 1973, in accordance with the pro
visions of section 5 of Public Law 92-385 as 
such section was in effect prior to April 20, 
1973. 

LIVESTOCK LOANS 
SEC. 5. Section 7(b) (4) .)f the Small Busi

ness Act is amended by inserting before the 
semicolon at the end thereof the following: 
": Provided, That loons under this paragraph 
include loans to persons who are engaged 
In the business of raising livestock (includ
ing but not limited to cattle, hogs, and poul
try), and who suffer substantial economic 
injury as a result of animal disease. 

LOANS FOR ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE IN BASE 
CLOSINGS 

SEC. 6. Section 7 (b) of the Small Business 
Act is amended by adding after paragraph 
(6) the following new paragraph: 

" ( 7) to make such loans (either directly 
or in cooperation with banks or other lend
ing institutions through agreements to par
ticipate on an immediate or deferred basis) 
as the Administration may determine to be 
necessary or appropriat e to assist any small 
business concern in continuing in business 
at its exiting location, in reestablishing its 
business, in purchasing a new business, or in 
establishing a new business if the Adminis
tration determines that such concern has suf
fered or will suffer substantial economic in
jury as the result of the closing by the Fed
eral Government of a major military instal
lation under the jurisdiction of the Depart
ment of Defense, or as a result of a severe 
reduction in the scope and size of operations 
at a major military installation.". 
ANNUAL REPORT ON STATE OF SMALL BUSINESS 

SEC. 7. The first sentence of subsection (a) 
of section 10 of the Small Business Act and 
the first word of the second sentence of such 
subsection are amended to read as follows: 
"The Administration shall, as soon as prac
ticable each calendar year make a. compre
hensive annual report to the President, the 
President of the Senate, and the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives. Such report 
shall include a. description of the state of 
small business in the Nation and the several 
States, and a description of the operations 
of the Administration under this chapter, 
including, but not lixnited to, the general 

lending, disaster relief, Government regula
tion relief, procurement and property dis
posal, research and development, technical 
assistance, dissemination of data and infor
mation, and other functions under the juris
diction of the Administration during the pre
vious calendar year. Such report shall con
tain recommendations for strengthening or 
improving such programs, or, when neces
sary or desirable to implement more etrec
tively congressional policies and proposals, 
for establishing new or alternative programs. 
In addition, such". 

ANTIDISCRIMINATION AMENDMENT 
SEc. 8. Section 4(b) of the Small Business 

Act is amended by adding after "The Ad
ministrator shall not engage in any other 
business, vocation, or employment than that 
of serving as Administrator." the following 
new sentence: "In carrying out the programs 
a.dm1nistered by the Small Business Admin
istration including its lending and guaran
teeing functions, the Adminstrator shall not 
discriminate on the basis of sex or marital 
status against any person or small business 
concern applying for or receiving assistance 
from the Small Business ,Administration, and 
the Small Business Administration shall give 
special consideration to veterans of the 
Armed Forces of the United States and their 
survivors or dependents.". 

SEc. 9. (a) Section 3 of Public Law 93-24: 
is amended by striking therefrom: ", and 
are unable to obtain sufficient credit else
where to finance their actual needs at rea
sonable rates and terms, taking Into consid~ 
eration prevailing private and cooperative 
rates and terms in the community in or near 
which the applicant resides !or loans for 
similar purposes and periods of time", and 
insert In lieu thereof the following: "Such 
loans shall be made without regard to 
whether the required financial assistance is 
otherwise available from private, cooperative, 
or other responsible sources". 

(b) The provisions of subsection (a) of 
this section shall be given effect with respect 
to all loan applications and loans made in 
connection w1 th a disaster occurring on or 
after April 20, 1973. 

(c) With regard to all disasters occurring 
on or after December 27, 1972, the Secretary 
of Agriculture shall extend for ninety days 
after the date of enactment of this section 
the deadline for seeking assistance under 
section 321 of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act as amended by this 
section. 

(d) Section 321(a) of Public Law 87-128, 
as amended, is hereby amended by striking 
"which cannot be met for temporary periods 
of time by private, cooperative, or other re
sponsible sources (including loans the Secre
tary is authorized to make or insure under 
subtitles A and B of this title or any other 
Act of Congress), at reasonable rates and 
terms for loans for similar purposes and 
periods of time". The provisions of this sub
section shall be given effect with respect to 
all loan applications and loans made in con
nection with a disaster occurring on or after 
December 27, 1972. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, are we 
going to halVe an explanation of the 
amendment? I do not know what we are 
doing here. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, this is 
an amendment to the SBA bill. It has 
been agreed to by the manager of the 
bill, the Senator from California (Mr. 
CRANSTON) and myself as manager on 
the minority side. It is supported by the 
administration. It would just be like vot
ing for motherhood. 

Mr. CANNON. That still does not tell 
me what the amendment, does, and be
fore I would consent--

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, the 
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Farmers Home Administration makes 
disaster assistance loans bearing in
terest at the rate of 5 percent, when 
disaster victims are unable to obtain 
credit elsewhere at reasonable rates and 
terms. The FHA has taken the position 
that market rates are reasonable. Farm 
loans now bear interest at between 8 and 
10 percent. 

The effect of this position is to de
prive most farmers stricken by natural 
disaster of the 5-percent loans which 
Congress intended. The market rate is 
so prohibitively high that the FHA has 
effectively deprived many farmers of 
all credit. 

The clear effect of FHA's position is 
to discriminate against farmers. City 
dwellers can get 5-percent disaster loans 
whether or not bank loans are also avail
able. There is no "credit elsewhere" pro
vision in the Small Business Administra
tion statutes or regulations. 

My amendment ends this injustice for 
farmers by striking the ''credit else
where" provision in the FHA's statutes, 
thereby making disaster loans available 
to farmers and city dwellers on the same 
terms. By striking this provision, dis
aster-stricken farmers will again be able 
to get a fair measure of assistance at a 
time of need. 

Mr. CANNON. In other words, it puts 
them all on an equal footing as to the 
rates? 

Mr. STEVENSON. That is correct. 
Mr. CANNON. I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 

previous order--
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, has 

the bill been passed? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD subsequently 

said: Mr. President, earlier today S. 2482, 
a bill to amend the Small Business Act, 
was reconsidered and amended by unani
mous consent after its having been 
passed, reconsidered, and a motion to re
consider laid on the table. 

It is my understanding that the dis
tinguished majority leader, after the 
unanimous-consent request to that effect 
was agreed to today, had in tended to 
move again to reconsider, upon which 
he was advised that such motion was 
not necessary or was no longer in order, 
or something to that effect. 

At this time, I enter a motion to re
consider the vote by which S. 2482 was 
passed and that the Senate proceed to 
its consideration, and that the motion to 
reconsider be laid on the table. This 
would accomplish what the distinguished 
majority leader had intended to do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motior: of the 
Senator from West Virginia. 

The motion was agreed to. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO
PRIATION AUTHORIZATION ACT, 
1974 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill <H.R. 9286) to au
thorize appropriations during the fiscal 
year 1974 for procurement of aircraft. 
missiles. naval vessels, tracked combat 
vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, 
and research, development, test and eva!-

uation, for the Armed Forces, and to pre
scribe the authorized personnel strength 
for each active duty component and of 
the Selected Reserve of each reserve 
component of the Armed Forces, and 
the military training student loads, and 
for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 554 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
HELMS). Under the previous order, the 
distinguished Senator from New York 
<Mr. BucKLEY) is recognized to call up 
amendment No. 554. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment No. 554 and ask that 
it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

On page 19, line 14, strike out "$2,958,-
200,000" and insert in lieu thereof "$2,960,-
200,000 of which amount not less than 
$2,000,000 shall be available for the initiation 
of a. research program for the development of 
an effective missile guidance and control sys
tem for use in strategic ballistic missiles, in
cluding the Minuteman m and Poseidon mis
siles, which will aid in achieving a yield
accuracy combination capable of attacking 
military as opposed to urban targets." 

On page 19, line 12, strike out "$2,656,-
200,000," and insert in lieu thereof "$2,658,-
200,000, of which amount not less than $2,-
000,000 shall be avatlable for the initiation of 
a research program for the development of 
an effective missile guidance and control sys
tem for use in strategic ballistic missiles, 
which will aid in achieving a yield-accuracy 
combination capable of attacking military as 
opposed to urban targets." 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, my 
amendment is simple and very much to 
the point. It would increase research 
funds by $2 million each for our Minute
man III and Poseidon missile guidance 
systems with the obJective of increasing 
accuracy to a point where a President of 
the United States would have the option 
of attacking military targets. As of now, 
we are effectively limited by current stra
tegic policy. We are precluded from at
tacking anything but urban centers. In 
other words, ou:r current option is either 
not to respond to a nuclear attack or to 
destroy tens of millions of men, women, 
and children. 

Mr. President, I wish to say at this time 
that I intend to withdraw this amend
ment after I have discussed it a few 
minutes. I will do so because I have re
ceived assurances from the chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee <Mr. 
STENNIS) that he will schedule closed 
hearings to examine the desirability for 
changes in our strategic thinking in light 
of the very different world in which we 
now live. 

Mr. President, we have a way in this 
country of becoming captive to certain 
phrases or pat conclusions that may have 
long since outlived their usefulness. In 
no area is this so true as in the case of 
strategic thinking. The unspeakable hor
ror of a nuclear exchange is such that we 
tend to retreat from a facing up to cur
rent realities and future possibilities 
while taking refuge in positions that 
with time have taken on the character 
of revealed truth. And so we cling to an 
abhorent concept that deems civilians
men, women, and children-to be the 

only acceptable targets for strategic 
weapons. 

For better or for worse, we are still 
committed to the doctrine of deter
rence--of a balance of terror-that 
came into being during the McNamara 
years. Under this concept, each side 
would, in effect, hold its civilian popula
tion hostage to the other. Under this 
concept, we considered our best defense 
to be to assure ourselves of the suffi
cient survivability of our strategic weap
ons to inflict unacceptable losses on the 
civilian populations and economy of an 
aggressor. As a result of this doctrine, 
we deliberately leveled off the size of 
our land-based intercontinental ballistic 
missiles, deliberately limited the accu
racy of our missiles so that they could 
attack only an enemy's cities and not 
military installations or nuclear weap
ons which would require a far higher 
degree of accuracy, and waited for the 
Soviets to catch up. It was confidently 
predicted that once the Soviet Union 
achieved parity, thus establishing the 
full conditions of mutual deterrence, the 
Soviet leadership would turn to other 
pursuits. 

Unfortunately, the Russians have re
fused to play the game. Instead of stop
ping when their intercontinental ballis
tic missiles and submarine-launched bal
listic missiles caught up with ours, they 
have insisted on plowing ahead with the 
deployment of more and bigger weap
ons. As a result of this enormous effort, 
and a result of the terms of the interim 
SALT agreement, the Soviets are as
sured a 50-percent advantage in numbers 
of these weapons, and a severalfold ad
vantage in throw-weight that within the 
next 4 or 5 years they will be able to 
convert--through a MIRV technology
into a decisive qualitative as well as 
quantitative advantage. 

More than that, because their indi
vidual warheads, even after MIRVing, 
will be so significantly larger than ours, 
they will have achieved a capacity to 
destroy most of our land-based inter
continental ballistic missile and a signif
icant proportion of our strategic bomb
ers in a first strike while retaining more 
than sufficient weapons to destroy all 
our cities should a President attempt to 
retaliate against the destruction of our 
missile silos and bombers wtth a strike 
against Russian cities. Of course, it is 
unthinkable that a President in the fu
ture would strike out in so suicidal a 
manner. They will have assured, in fact, 
a flexibility we have insisted on denying 
ourselves. 

The evidence is clear. The Soviet 
Union's military and civilian leadership 
have not accepted the idea that war is 
deterred by threatening the civilian 
"hostages" to deterrence; rather they 
think in the more traditional military 
terms of focusing on the development of 
the ability to attack military forces. 
This is attested to, not merely by the 
nature of the strategic nuclear forces 
which the Soviets have been deploying
forces which far exceed the require
ments of a simple policy of targeting 
civilians--but by their writings. One 
leading scholar of Soviet affairs, Dr. 
Thomas Wolfe, recently noted: 
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It is my impression from the Soviet liter

ature and also two weeks of discussion that 
I have just had in Moscow with various So
viet military theorists that the Soviet Union 
doesn't really regard us as a good model for 
their strategy; they seem to feel that a re
sponsible strategy is one which doesn't pre
pare for deterrence only and rest on assured 
destruction (the U.S. policy), but one that 
looks to a situation where deterrence might 
fall and tries to prepare the country for 
war-waging capabilities, damage limitation, 
survival, and so on. 

The point, it seems to me, that comes out 
here is that we must ask-if we continue on 
the deterrence-only path and the Soviet 
Union continues on a war preparation-sur
vival path, do we come to a point when this 
asymmetry in our approaches becomes sig
nificant in terms of how leaderships react 
during a confrontation or not. 

The nature of recent Soviet efforts in 
their own ballistic missile programs 
tends to confirm the thrust of Dr. Wolfe's 
remarks. 

Nearly a year ago, for example, the 
Soviets flight tested a missile which they 
have now deployed on one of their sub
marines known as the SS-N-8. This 
missile contained a guidance system 
known as a "stellar inertial" system. It 
is instructive that a similar program 
for our own Poseidon missile system was 
terminated in 1970 when it was deter
mined that this system would be too 
accurate. A related Air Force program 
for the Minuteman III missile has been 
blocked for similar reasons. Evidence 
which has emerged in the newspapers 
in recent weeks fail to suggest that the 
Soviet Union has had a change of mind. 

The proposal I am making is a modest 
one. It does not prejudge the matter of 
whether or not it is desirable for the 
United States to actually build such a 
capability into its strategic missiles. 
Rather, it simply initiates an R. & D. pro
gram which could provide us with the 
option to deploy such a system if it be
came desirable to do so at some future 
time. 

My proposal would provide the R. & D. 
base for the option to deploy ballistic 
missile systems which have the capabil
ity to attack targets other than urban 
targets with a minimum of destruction to 
nearby civilian areas. For example, there 
are a wide range of important military 
targets such as divisional and corps 
headquarters, command and control cen
ters, and storage areas which, under some 
circumstances, may be appropriate tar
gets of attack rather than simple retalia
tion against urban areas. At the present 
time we cannot do this without causing 
vast destruction to nearby urban areas 
because of the relatively high yield of 
our existing nuclear weapons stockpile 
and their inaccuracy compared to what 
might be technically feasible. 

I believe one idea should be dealt with 
at the outset, however. That is the notion 
that this proposal establishes the aura 
of a developing "first strike" capability 
for our strategic forces with all of the 
destabilizing properties such capability 
implies. Nothing could be further from 
the truth for reasons of technology as 
well as for imperatives of strategy. 

The recent SALT accords have limited 
our strategic forces to a maximum of 
1,000 land-based ICBM's and 750 sea
based ballistic missiles launched from 

submarines. The Soviet Union may have 
1,400 land-based ICBM's and 1,016 sub
marine-launched ballistic missiles. If we 
were able to cut the miss-distance in 
half, and double the explosive energy of 
the Minuteman Ill warhead from what 
it now is, we would only be able to de
stroy 200 to 225 Soviet ICBM silos. Simi
larly, if we were able to cut the miss
distance of the Poseidon warhead in half, 
and double · the explosive energy of its 
warhead, only an additional 375 mis
siles silos could be attacked successfully 
if we chose to fire every single missile 
in our inventory. This is, even under 
these totally unrealistic military condi
tions, a long, long way from a posture 
that looks remotely like a "first strike." 
Indeed, any competent military observer 
would not require more than a few min
utes of calculatior. to know that this is 
true. What it would do, however is mean 
a substantial improvement in our deter
rent credibility. 

This would be so because any plausible 
nuclear conflict initiated by an aggres
sor would require that a substantial frac
tion of his forces be withheld following 
an initial attack so that those remain
ing could be used to coerce an opponent 
through a threat to his civilian popula
tion. 

It may well be that at this point in 
time, there need not be any requirement 
to deploy such a system if we had it 
available, but simple prudence dictates 
that if there could plausibly arise a set 
of circumstances when some future Pres
ident might find such a capability essen
tial, Congress could make the option 
available. This can only occur if the Con
gress has provided the needed funds for 
suchR. &D. 

I am persuaded that initiating such 
an R. & D. program could also have a 
very beneficial impact upon our ability 
to negotiate a sustainable pact to limit 
and ultimaltely reduce strategic nuclear 
arms. 

In recent weeks we have seen the ef
fects of a vigorous Soviet R. & D. pro
gram; the Soviets are developing three 
new ICBM's to replace their currently 
deployed models, at least one of which 
appears to be equipped with MIRV's. This 
is a development of considerable concern 
because of the potential threat these 
forces could present to our land based 
missiles. On the other hand, if the United 
States indicated an intention to proceed 
with an R. & D. program that could 
eventually lead to the deployment of 
ballistic missiles capable of successfully 
attacking a significant fraction of their 
Soviet counterpart, they might well be 
dissuaded from proceeding with a heavy 
investment in the equipping of their 
land-based forces with MIRV warheads. 
Such a development, if it would occur, 
could certainly aid in alleviating some 
of the anxieties that have developed over 
the Soviet R. & D. and deployment pro
gram, and thereby contribute to the de
velopment of a sustainable set of arms 
limitation agreements-even leading to
ward actual reductions in land-based 
forces. 

Mr. President, I believe that it is en
tirely appropriate that the Congress take 
the lead in an effort such as this be
cause it is far more than a mere tech-

nical matter involving the fine-tuning 
of esoteric military forces. It is concerned 
with the very essence of security-the 
philosophy which guides the manner in 
which we will use our forces should they 
have to be used. It is ultimately a con
gressional responsibility to raise an 
armed force, and insuring that there ex
ist an adequate R. & D. based to support 
a viable set of defense alternatives is one 
of the most important efforts that can 
be made at this time. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
commend the distinguished junior Sena
tor from New York for the interest he 
has taken over the past 2 years in this 
very important issue of improving war
head guidance capability. I know of no 
single item in the military budget of 
comparable cost which could have such 
a positive impact on our defense posture. 

We have had testimony in the Armed 
Services Committee that our defense 
planning ·has deliberately chosen a level 
of accuracy for ballistic missiles that is 
less than that attainable within the state 
of the art for a relatively small expense. 
The rationale put forward for this 
astonishing decision is that the installa
tion of higher accuracy guidance would 
be a destabilizing element in the strategic 
balance, and encourage the Soviets to 
conclude that we were trying to prepare 
to destroy their ballistic missiles with a 
first strike. 

I have never accepted that argument. 
In the first place, whatever we know 
about Soviet strategic writings indicates 
that the Soviets place no reliance on the 
"balance of terror" strategy so beloved 
to the academic civilian planners of the 
United States think tanks. Their strategy 
is based upon sound principles of military 
planning. Instead of trying "to hold our 
cities hostage," by targeting them indis
criminately with nuclear weapons, their 
writers recommend a sensible target list 
that gives military and defense installa
tions the highest priorities. They have 
damage-limiting priorities designed to 
paralyze enemy retaliation and enemy 
military activity. For their own part, they 
have civil defense preparations of im
pressive proportions intended to allow the 
supposed hostages of our much-touted 
strategic theories to escape. Even if they 
do not escape, the Soviets have allowed 
millions of their citizens to die for politi
cal reasons in the past, and we must as
sume that they can tolerate a high level 
of population decimation in their system 
today. 

For my own part, I think that our 
strategy of "massive retaliation" upon 
defenseless civilians leads us into the 
realms of moral fantasy. The targeting 
of cities is indefensible from a moral 
standpoint, where the most effective mili
tary strategy is to target militarily sig
nificant sites, with Soviet ICBM instal
lations leading the list. Such a strategy 
is not destabilizing because it would be 
symmetrical with the Soviets' own prior
ities. The Soviets, after all, depend upon 
a triad of land ballistic missiles, sub
marine-launched ballistic missiles, and 
bombers, just as we do. We cannot ex
pect to destroy their whol•e triad on a 
first strike, and the Soviets know it. 

But even if the old arguments ever 
made sense, they make no sense since 
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the interim agreement on strategic arms 
limitation was signed. As everyone 
knows, the agreement halted competi
tion in quantity of nuclear weapons, and 
turned the area of concentration toward 
quality. The President admitted that the 
.agreement gave the Soviets the edge in 
quantity, but it left us with our superior
ity in technology. But it also left the 
Soviets the way open to imp:ove their 
own technology. 

No one had any doubt that the So
viets would use this freedom to increase 
the quality of their missiles. We know 
today that the Soviets are much further 
along in their technology than we would 
have expected a year ago. The Secretary 
of Defense has spoken of the new mis
siles systems they are developing, and 
of the advanced state of their testing of 
multiple warheads. Also much has been 
said in recent days of the Soviet pop-up 
launching system that makes the silo
size limitations of the agreement almost 
meaningless. 

We are now on the threshold of the 
SALT II negotiations. When the Presi
dent met with General Secretary 
Brezhnev last June, they arrived at a 
general agreement on basic principles of 
SALT negotiation. At that time, I wrote 
to the President commending him for the 
high hopes expressed in the basic prin
ciples, saying: 

If they are to be realized in a. permanent, 
agreement, it is of the utmost importance 
that we do not unilaterally deprive ourselves 
of any of the perm! tted steps under the basic 
principles. Our desire for peace must be safe
guarded with prudence, and I would under
score your significant achievement in agree
ment on the Fifth Principle; namely, "The 
modernization and replacement of strategic 
offensive arms would be permitted under con
ditions Which w111 be formulated in the 
agreements to be concluded." 

This fifth principle of President Nixon 
and General Secretary Brezhnev practi
callY mandates the upgrading of our mis
sile systems. Any reductions and restric
tions on our strategic systems which come 
out of SALT II will make it of the utmost 
urgency that we continue modernization 
of the present systems. This is not a "bar
gaining chip" to be thrown away in nego
tiations. We know by the Nixon-Brezh
nev agreement that SALT II will permit 
us to modernize our missiles; we know 
that the Soviets have a tremendous mo
mentum in modernization; we would be 
derelict in our duty if we did not modern
ize ours. 

As I wrote to the President in June, 
modernization-

Allows us to drop the pretense of the out
dated "assured destruction" strategy, and to 
develop fiexible strategies more suited to the 
era. of arms limitation. We can only achieve 
those strategies if we ma.xlmize both the 
number of replacements permitted to us, and 
the level of warhead accuracy up to the cur
rent state o:t: the art. 

Improving warhead accuracy is one of 
the cheapest ways of modernizing and 
one of the most important. It cannot be 
destabilizing because both parties in
volved have agreed to permit moderniza
tion. The Soviets expect us to modernize, 
and are modernizing themselves. 

The proposal offered by Senator BucK
LEY is a modest step in developing im
proved accuracy, and I support it. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield briefly? 

Mr. BUCKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I was de

tained and could not be in the Chamber 
when the Senator started his speech. I 
have listened to most of it. This raises a 
delicate matter which the Senator is 
greatly interested in and has worked on. 
I know we talked about it last year. It is 
almost impossible to go into these things 
on the floor of the Senate. However, I 
would be glad to review the situation 
again. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. I thank the distin
guished chairman of the committee. I did 
say I would withdraw my amendment 
without bringing it to a vote. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
would the Senator yield to me for one
half minute? 

Mr. BUCKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 

reason I am asking for this time is that 
there seems to be a rumor or rumors go
ing around that there will be no more 
votes this afternoon. 

I wish to inform the Senate that to 
the best of my knowledge there will be at 
least one and perhaps two votes this 
afternoon, the first occurring on the 
Magnuson amendment. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I re
serve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, will the 
manager of the bill yield? 

Mr. MciNTYRE. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
would the distinguished Senator yield to 
me for 5 minutes without losing his right 
to the floor? The Senator from Kansas 
<Mr. DoLE) has an amendment and he 
has to catch a plane. 

Mr. MciNTYRE. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the Sen
ator from Kansas may be permitted to 
offer his amendment now and that there 
be a time limit thereon of not to exceed 5 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I have an 
amendment at the desk which I will call 
up now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill in
sert a. new section as follows: 

The amendment is as follows: 
SEc. (a.) It is the sense of the Congress 

that the Armed Forces of the United States 
should act favorably on any request for a.n 
early release from active duty made by any 
physician or dentist serving on active duty 
and on the request of any physician or 
dentist to be relieved from a.n obligation to 
serve on active duty if ( 1) such physician or 
dentist agrees, under regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary of Defense, to practice medi
cine or dentistry, as the case may be, in a. 
health manpower shortage area., and (2) the 
Secretary of Defense, in consultation with 
the Assistant Secretary of Health, Depart
ment of Health, Education and Welfare, de
termines that the health manpower needs 
of the community in which such physician 
or dentist is to practice are greater than 
those of the-military department concerned, 
and (3) the medical needs of the military 

Department can be met with the physicians 
rema.inlng on active duty. 

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law or any rule or regulation issued under 
any provision of law, in determining whether 
any physician or dentist serving in the Armed 
Forces should be given an early release from 
active duty, or whether any physician or den
tist should be relieved from an obligation to 
perform active duty, in order that he may 
practice medicine or dentistry, as the case 
may be, in any community which has a 
health manpower shortage, such determina
tion shall be made without regard to whether 
such physician or dentist has previously 
practiced medicine or dentistry in such com
munity. 

(c) Special consideration shall be given 
any request for an early release from active 
duty made by any physician or dentist serv
ing on active duty made by any physician 
or dentist to be relieved from an obligation 
to serve on active duty if such physician or 
dentist has agreed to serve (1) in an area. 
designated by the Secretary of Health, Edu
cation and Welfare as a. health manpower 
shortage area, or (2) in a rural area., or (3) 
in a.n economically deprived area.. 

(d) As a. condition to receiving a. release 
from a.n obligation to perform active duty 
under this section, a. physician or dentist 
may be required by the Secretary of Defense 
to perform not more than two years of duty 
in an active reserve unit of a.n armed force 
of the United States. A physician or dentist 
who obtains an early release from active duty 
under this section may be required to serve 
a.n amount of time equal to the active duty 
obligation that has been waived, in a.n ac
tive reserve unit of a.n Armed Force of the 
United States. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, first I wish 
to thank the Senator from West Vir
ginia (Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD), the Sena
tor from New York (Mr. BucKLEY), and 
other Senators for providing this time. 

I have discussed this amendment with 
the ranking minority member and the 
ranking majority member of the com
mittee. With a certain change suggested 
by the committee staff, it is my under
standing that this is acceptable to the 
distinguished Senator from Missouri and 
the distinguished Senator from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOLE. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Provided the clause 

"the medical needs of the Military De
partment can be met with physicians 
remaining on active duty" is included, 
and inasmuch as section <a) starts out 
with the words "It is the sense of Con
gress," we will accept the amendment 
on this side. 

Mr. THURMOND. We are willing to 
accept the amendment on this side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do the 
Senators yield back their time? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
amendment has not been read and we 
have no idea at all what it is. We would 
appreciate it very much if the amend
ment were explained. 

Mr. DOLE. The amendment is in
tended to alter the procedure by which 
the Department of Defense considers re
quests submitted by physicians and den
tists who wish to receive an early release 
from service or a waiver of a pending 
service obligation in order that they 
might practice in a civilian community 
which is in extreme need of their profes
sional services. 
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I must emphasize at the outset that 

this amendment does not authorize the 
massive raid on the military physician 
corps by the civilian sector, nor does it 
ignore the fact that the uniformed serv
ices also are experiencing difficulty in 
maintaining adequate numbers of health 
professionals. The amendment simply 
expresses the sense of Congress that 
physicians and dentists who have in
curred a service obligation to the Federal 
Government should be permitted to ful
fill that obligation in a manner which 
helps meet the Nation's greatest needs 
whether those needs exist in the military 
or civilian sector. The amendment does 
not place greater emphasis on civilian 
needs but neither does it give the mili
tary a priority position in the competi
tion for physcians and dentists. Simply 
stated, the amendment stands for the 
proposition that the Secretary of Defense 
should upon the request of the physician 
or dentist consider the needs of the ci
vilian as well as the military sector be
fore determining the assignment of that 
physician or dentist. 

The second portion of the amendment 
prevents application of a DOD rule which 
has in the past disqualified the requests 
of physicians and dentists who have 
asked to serve in a health manpower 
shortage area in lieu of military service. 
Because of the rule, many requests are 
denied before they really have an oppor
tunity to be considered on their merits. 
The ruling of which I speak is outlined 
in this letter which I ask to be included 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM, 
Washington, D.C., May 16, 1972. 

Lt. Gen. HAL B. JENNINGS, Jr., MC 
The Surgeon General, 
Department of the Army, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR GENERAL JENNINGS: The National Ad
vistory Committee to the selective Service 
System on the Selection of Physicians, 
Dentists. and Allied Specialists (NAC/SSS) 
has recently been asked for advisory opinions 
regarding the community essentiality of ~er
tain Berry Plan reserve officers being called to 
active duty, and certain active duty perscn
nel who have requested early releases. 

After carefully considering a number of 
such cases, the NAC/SSS has voted to insti
tute the following policy: 

"Physicians, dentists, and allied special
ists will be ruled not essential to communi
ties where they have never practiced." 

I hope that this information wlll be useful 
to you. If you have any questions regarding 
this policy, please call me on Area Code 202, 
Number 395-3100. 

Sincerely, 
AUGUST H. GROESCHEL, M.D., Chairman. 

Mr. DOLE. The letter is authored in 
behalf of the National Advisory Com
mittee to the Selective Service System 
on the selection of physicians, dentists, 
and allied specialists, and states that-

Physicians, dentists, and allied specialists 
will be ruled not essential to communities 
where they have never practiced. 

Although the Advisory Committee no 
longer exists, the ruling is still followed 
and is included in Army Regulation 
635-100. Since a finding of "community 
essentiality" is necessary before a physi
cian can obtain a release from or waiver 

of any active duty commitment, the lack 
of prior service in the civilian community 
in which the physician or dentist wishes 
to practice is adequate in itself to dis
qualify his request. In the majority of 
cases, a physician or dentist will enter 
or has entered military service immedi
ately upon completion of medical school, 
internship, or residency. He has nor
mally not practiced in a community 
prior to entering the service, and thus 
cannot. obtain a waiver or release from 
military duty regardless of the severity 
of the need in the civilian community in 
which he has requested permission to 
practice in lieu of military service. 

ASSESSMENT OF COMPARATIVE NEEDS 
I feel that the rule requiring prior 

service in a community as a necessary 
prerequisite before a doctor or dentist's 
services can be ruled essential to that 
community ignores the real issue and the 
rule should no longer be utilized. In the 
spirit of the amendment I am now pro
posing, the determination of where a 
physician or dentist should fulfill his 
Federal service obligation is based upon 
the comparative needs of the civilian and 
military communities interested in the 
physician's services and the alternatives 
each has for obtaining and maintaining 
adequate professional health care serv
ices for its residents. In making this de
termination, I feel many factors should 
be taken into consideration. The doctor I 
patient ratio within the two communities 
and the patient load which results due 
to the specific population characteristics 
of the community should be considered 
in determining comparative need. 

In addition, the availability of para
professional, technicians, and adequate 
equipment would have a bearing on the 
relative need of the contesting communi
ties for the professional services. Third, 
it would seem that the alternative means 
each community possesses for attracting 
or employing health care professionals 
should also be weighed in the decision. 
If either the civilian or military has rea
sonably available to it other means of 
attracting a physician or dentist, this 
should certainly be taken into considera
tion. The special health care delivery 
problems of communities and the result
ing demands on health manpower created 
by the geographical distribution of the 
population to be served would also have 
a bearing on the comparative needs of 
two communities for the services a physi
cian or dentist might have to offer. 

KANSAS NEEDS 
When these and other relevant factors 

are taken into consideration, I cannot 
help but feel that some civilian com
munities and particularly some rural 
communities in Kansas can demonstrate 
a greater comparative need for the serv
ices of Kansas physicians who have been 
refused a waiver of military service or 
denied an early release from service to 
practice in areas of extreme need within 
the State. At last report there were 2,173 
practicing physicians in Kansas. How
ever, 54 percent of these physicians prac
tice in four of the State's most densely 
populated counties, leaving the remain
ing 902 physicians to serve the other 101 
counties of the State. A 1972 survey of 
Kansas illustrates that over half o! the 

counties in the State had no dentist or 
had a dentist/patient ratio which ex
ceeds 3,000 patients per dentist. Espe
cially in the rural areas, there are ex
treme needs in many communities for 
additional health care professionals. 

The amendment I am offering will not 
satisfy all of these needs nor does it get 
at the real cource of the problem. But if 
it can offer much neec~ed professional 
services to some of the communities with
out causing a corresponding decrease in 
the services available within the military 
sector, it is well worth our consideration. 
I am confident that not every physician 
who has incurred a military obligation or 
is currently serving on active duty will 
request a release to serve in a civilian 
community of extreme need. The de
mands on a young physician or dentist 
who practices in an underserved area are 
enormous and the pressures severe. But 
those who are willing to undertake this 
challenge should be given the opportunity 
if the Defense Department can in any 
way adjust its medical corps program and 
assignments to make up for the loss of 
personnel. There are currently 6,617 
physicians enrolled in the Berry plan 
who are completing residency require
ments and will enter the military some
time between now and 1980. The Berry 
plan is a military physicians' program 
which permits a physician to remain in 
an inactive reserve status until he com
pletes his medical education, at which 
time he is obligated to serve 2 years on 
active duty. If only a small portion of 
these physicians were permitted to ful
fill this Federal service obligation in a 
civilian community of extreme need, it 
would make a significant difference. 

SOME REQUESTS SHOULD BE APPROVED 
Taking into consideration the cessa

tion of American military combat activ
ity since the Vietnam peace agreements 
and the prospects for passage of a bill 
which would readjust pay rates for uni
formed service health professionals, I 
feel the Armed Forces could afford the 
losses which might result from the 
amendment I now offe:-. 

Using the figures provided by the 
Department of Defense, my office has 
learned that the doctor /patient ratio in 
the military is more than 120 patients 
per doctor lower than in the civilian 
sector and three times as low as in many 
of the rural Kansas communities. 

According to information supplied my 
office by the Pentagon, the last DOD fig
ures indicate that there are currently 
13,754 physicians serving in the Depart
ment of Defense. This compares with an 
authorized strength of 13,741. The num
ber of physicians on active duty had de
creased during the period July 1, 1972, 
to April 1, 1973, by less than 1 percent. 
At the same time, active duty military 
strength has been reduced by nearly 10 
percent. 

In addition, military physicians have 
the benefit of serving a population which 
resides in a compact area and thus is not 
faced with the health care delivery prob
lems associated with rural medical prac
tice. Also, the military physician has the 
benefit of a larger number of technicians 
and corpsmen to assist him in serving 
his patients. Although I recognize the 
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needs to sustain a high level of medical 
care in the military, statistics indicate 
that some of the physicians currently 
serving in the military could be permitted 
to serve in areas of critical civilian need 
without jeopardizing the level of military 
health care. 

KANSAS REQUESTS 

During the past year I have received 
several requests from several Kansas 
physicians asking that they be granted 
the opportunity to fulfill their military 
obligation in health professional shortage 
areas within the State. One request came 
from a physician completing his resi
dency requirement in Phillipsburg, 
Kans., who was interested in remaining 
in that community if he were permitted 
to fulfill his Federal obligation under the 
Berry plan in that manner. His request, 
however, was denied by the Air Force. 
Although I am not aware of his military 
assignment or the need for his services at 
that duty station, I am certain that it 
would have been very dimcult for those 
needs to exceed the medical needs of the 
city of Phillipsburg and Phillips County, 
Kans. At the present time only one per
manent physician is available to serve 
the county's population which exceeds 
8,000 people. It is dimcult to believe that 
some accommodation could not have been 
made within the military medical COrPS 
so that the Phillipsburg medical require
ments could have been met. Every possi
ble alternative is being explored in 
Phillipsburg as the et!ort continues to 
obtain an additional physician for the 
area. However, as is the case in many 
rural areas, the problem of attracting a 
physician is a dimcult one and one which 
too often is not solved regardless of the 
effort at the local community level. 
Everyone agrees that it is in this Nation's 
best interest that health care be made 
more readily available to rural America, 
and the Department of Defense shares 
the responsibility of meeting this na
tional interest. 

The amendment I am now proposing 
expresses this policy and will hopefully in 
the fut,ure help focus attention on all 
the considerations which I feel should 
be given the request of a dentist or phy
sician under these provisions. 

There have been other requests from 
Kansas physicians which I feel were 
treated rather cursorily by the Depart
ment of Defense. One was a request by a 
physician to serve as the second doctor in 
a southwestern Kansas county which was 
in need of more professional health serv
ices. The request was turned down and 
the physician assigned to a 66-member 
physicians stat! at a base on the east 
coast. At present an appeal is pending 
from one of the four neurosurgeons in 
the Wichita area who wishes to remain 
in the area rather than enter the service 
and an additional request for an early 
release from military service has also 
been submitted by a physician from a 
small western Kansas community so that 
he might return to that community to 
practice medicine. 

POLICY CLARIFICATION NEEDED 

I do not contend that all these requests 
should be approved, but I do feel that 
civilian as well as military needs should 
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be weighed in making the determination 
and that every possible consideration 
should be given the approval of those re
quests from doctors who wish to serve in 
lieu of military service in areas that have 
dimculty in attracting an adequate num
ber of health care professionals. 

The need for a policy clarification in 
this area is evident. The Department of 
the Navy reports that last year approxi
mately 150 requests were received from 
its physicians for a release to serve in a 
civilian capacity. None were approved 
and department omcials indicated to my 
omce that it was unlikely that any would 
be in the near future. Yet, at the same 
time the physician manpower in the 
armed services was maintained at its au
thorized strength. This to me indicates 
that all possibilities for approval of these 
requests are not being pursued. I, there
fore, offer this amendment to insure that 
all Defense Department policies serve the 
best interests of our Nation as they re
late directly to defense issues and also as 
they have ramifications in other areas of 
Government and society. I am hopeful 
that the amendment will receive Senate 
approval and become binding policy 
within the Department of Defense. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOLE. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 

the Senator permit me to join as a co
sponsor of the amendment? We have a 
situation in our State which has caused 
great consternation. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that the name of the Sen
ator from Minnesota be added as a co
sponsor of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask that 
the name of the Senator from Delaware 
be added as a cosponsor, and I yield back 
my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
yield back my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
having been yielded back, the question 
is on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Kansas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
Mr. MciNTYRE. Mr. President, I 

yielded the :floor for 5 minutes to the Sen
ator from Kansas. Who has the :floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Missouri has the time in op
position. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
yielded to the Senator from New Hamp
shire, who had the :floor, and he there
upon yielded to the Senator from Kansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Hampshire, of course, has 
the :floor. 

Mr. MciNTYRE. I ask for 8 minutes. 
Mr. President, how much time does the 

Senator from New Hampshire have? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty 

minutes. 
Mr. MciNTYRE. Mr. President, how 

much time do I have? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty 

minutes. 

Mr. MciNTYRE. Do I have 8 minutes? 
Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield 8 minutes to 

the Senator. 
Mr. MciNTYRE. Mr. President, I must 

object strongly to the amendment pro
posed by Senator BucKLEY which would, 
if adopted, be in direct contradiction to 
the principles underlying the SALT and 
ABM agreements of May 1972, and the 
agreements reached this year between 
President Nixon and Premier Brezhnev. 
In fact, it could undermine SALT II 
which is just now getting underway. 

The amendment introduced by my col
league from New York would add $4 
million to the fiscal year 1974 research 
and development program to initiate a 
research program to develop a missile 
guidance and control system that will 
aid Minuteman m and Poseidon, as 
well as other strategic ballistic missiles 
to achieve a yield-accuracy combina
tion capable of attacking military as op
posed to urban targets. The proposed 
amendment in its earlier form included 
the phrase "capable of performing the 
strategic counterforce mission." That 
phrase might just as well have been left 
in because the meaning of the new lan
guage is identical. Regardless of how you 
state it, it still means a first strike cap
ability. 

Mr. President, 2 years ago Senator 
BucKLEY introduced two similar amend
ments to the procurement bill, one cov
ering Minuteman and the other the Po
seidon missile. The first was defeated 
by a voice vote and the second by a lop
sided vote of 68 to 12. At that time the 
Department of Defense opposed Senator 
BucKLEY's amendments and stated the 
following reason in support of their op
position: 

The Defense Department cannot support 
the proposed amendment. It is the position 
of the United States to not develop a weapons 
system whose deployment could reasonably 
be construed by the Soviets as ha vtng a 
first strike capability. Such a deployment 
might provide an incentive for the Soviets 
to strike first. 

Let me provide some additional back
ground, which clearly establishes the po
sition of the administration as well as 
the Department of Defense in opposing 
the objective of :5.rst-strike capability. 

First. President Nixon wrote to my 
good friend from Massachusetts, Sena
tor BROOKE, on December 29, 1969, and 
stated as follows: 

The purpose of our strategic program is to 
maintain our deterrent, not to direct any 
Nation with a first strike . . . there is no 
current U.S. program to develop a so-called 
hard-target MIRV capab11ity. 

Second. The Armed Services Commit
tee, in reporting on the fiscal year 1971 
military procurement bill deleted funds 
from the Air Force advanced ballistic 
reentry systems program and stated: 

This reduction relates to effort in support 
of any future hard-target kill capacity. Those 
efforts which are pointed toward strictly 
retaliatory objectives which can be met with 
substantially less accuracy and more modest 
yields than needed for the counter force 
mission are to be fully supported. 

Third. The Congress denied funds re
quested in the fiscal year 1973 military 
procurement bill to begin development 
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of a more accurate, higher yield reentry 
vehicle for the Minuteman m missile. 

The Department of Defense has re
fused to take a position on this amend
ment and I believe that they should be 
criticized for this lack of positive action. 
I am advised that the Armed Services 
Committee has had little cooperation by 
the Department of Defense in providing 
its position on many of the amendments 
which have been debated on the floor. 
Nevertheless, the position of the Depart
ment of Defense taken 2 years ago 
which I have quoted, in my opinion 
would apply equally if not more today. 

By these specific statements of the 
President and the Department of De
fense and by these positive actions of 
the Congress the objective of first strike, 
counterforce, hard target kill capability 
which are the stated objectives of im
provements in guidance and control sys
tems and, therefore, accuracy of our re
entry vehicles, have been flatly rejected. 
Nothing h as changed. 

The stated position of the Department 
of Defense which I have quoted pre
viously bears repeating: 

It is the position of the United States to 
not develop a weapons system whose de
ployment could reasonably be construed by 
the Soviets as having a first strike capabil
ity. Such a deployment might provide an 
incentive for the Soviets to strike first. 

Today, Mr. President, we have pro
gressed far beyond the uncertainties 
which existed when the Senate rejected 
my distinguished colleague's amend
ments 2 years ago. Since that time the 
SALT I Interim strategic arms limita
tion agreement has been signed. The 
ABM treaty has been signed. Earlier 
this year the President and Premier 
Brezhnev signed a series of agreements 
which is a further step toward an early 
permanent agreement between the two 
nations limiting not only the quantity 
but also the quality of strategic nuclear 
weapons. Moreover, the President plans 
to visit the Soviet Union next year for 
the stated purpose of moving more rap
idly toward such agreements. This could 
bring to earlier fruition the efforts which 
have just recently started in the SALT II 
negotiations. 

Clearly, Mr. President, the atmosphere 
today is markedly improved as compared 
with that 2 years ago. While the ten
sions between the two countries remain 
high, substantial and meaningful prog
ress has been made and hopefully will 
continue. We must in no way convey to 
the Soviets any impression that we are 
embarking upon the development of a 
capability which they could interpret as 
representing first strike. The change in 
the language of the amendment indi
cating that such a capability would be to 
attack military as opposed to urban tar
gets has only one meaning and it is im-
possible for a potential adversary to dis
tinguish between the capacity of a re
entry vehicle to destroy hardened com
mand centers or bridges, for example, 
and its ability to destroy hardened mis
sile silos. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I would 
advise my colleagues not to rock the 
boat. Let us not undertake measures 

which would be regressive. While we are 
providing billions of dollars to improve 
and expand our strategic capability to 
provide against any eventuality, we must 
continue to strive toward the limitation 
of arms, the reduction of world tensions, 
and hopefully a mutual reduction of 
forces. 

I am very delighted that the Senator 
from New York is going to withdraw his 
amendment. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may I 
ask the Senator to yield me 1 minute? 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I am 
delighted to yield 1 minute to the Sen
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from New York mentioned this mat
ter to me yesterday or the day before. I 
could not approve his amendment. I was 
opposed to it 2 years ago. On the merits, 
I would be against it now. But the re
quest today was just for a promise that 
somewhere in the course of the next 
year, at some appropriate hearing, in 
some executive session, the Senator 
would have a chance to present this 
matter. I agreed to do that. I would do 
that for any other Senator here. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. President, I have listened with in
terest to the distinguished Senator from 
New York, and I read his amendment. I 
thought first it was going to be brought 
up for a vote. 

I would hope that when the hearing is 
held on the subject of counter-force-
another word for it is first strike--that 
it be held in public. To me the great 
tragedy in the whole concept of the effort 
to keep this country secure lies primarily 
in the nuclear field and the secrecy 
which surrounds the nuclear field. Re
cently, thanks to the efforts of many, 
including my friend the Senator from 
Rhode Island, more information about 
our nuclear capacity is being released 
than ever before. 

It is true that in order to win World 
War II, we had to drop 2,240,000 tons of 
TNT on Europe and Japan. It is also true 
that that amount is but one-twenty-fifth 
of 1 percent of what we have in equiv
alent tonnage in our nuclear stockpile 
today. 

With that premise, why, when these 
matters come up, can we not discuss 
them in an open session? 

If the Soviet Union attacked us to
night, without warning, within 48 hours 
we would wipe them off the face of the 
Earth. We have our submarines, the 
Minuteman ICBM's, the strategic bomb
ers, the forward based aircraft. Actually, 
we have four systems, not just the triad. 

If we attacked the Soviet Union to
night and they did not know we were 
coming, within 48 hours there would be 
100-million dead Americans. 

So that would be, as I see it, a rather 
Pyhrric victory. 

With that premise, let us get out in 
the open what is really available for the 
defense of the United States. Let us get 
the secrecy out of the picture, so the peo
ple can understand why it is that, even 
though the world has changed tremen
dously in recent years, certainly in the 

last 25 years, the Department of Defense, 
in effect, has changed not at all except 
that it now has more lethal weapons. 

So I would hope-and I say this in all 
respect to my friend from New York
let us talk about this in the open, not in 
executive session. 

Let the people of the United States 
know more about the strength of any 
possible enemy. And let the people of 
the United States know more about the 
true strength of this country in this 
field. 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
would be glad to yield to the able and 
distinguished Senator from Massachu
setts. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Massachusetts yield 
me 1 minute so that I might get an 
amendment at the desk. We are talking 
here about no amendment at all. This 
way there will be some business at the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An 
amendment is pending. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Oh, I thought the 
Senator withdrew it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He did 
not withdraw it. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk my amendment and ask 
for the yeas and nays on my amend
ment when it is called up. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the Magnuson 
amendment when the amendment is 
called up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will have to ask unanimous consent 
that it be in order to ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be in order 
to ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the Magnuson 
amendment when it is called up. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 

yield 5 minutes to the Senator from Mas
sachusetts. 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I have 
great respect for my colleague, the Sen
ator from New York <Mr. BucKLEY). 
However, I must confess that I was some
what alarmed when I read the first ver
siDn of his amendment to H.R. 9286 and 
the language which referred to the capa
bility of carrying out the "counterforce 
mission." 

I was somewhat pleased, but neverthe
less found little solace in the changing of 
that language to read "capability of at
tacking military as opposed to urban 
targets." 

In 1971 my distinguished CQlleague did 
present a similar amendment. When it 
was offered, I was personally so concerned 
at that time that I asked the President of 
the United States as to our position rela
tive to seeking a first strike capability. I 
also asked the Defense Dep&.rtment. 

My distinguished colleague, the Sen
ator from New Hampshire · <Mr. Me-
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INTYRE) has already given the response 
from the executive branch of our Gov
ernment as to whether we were seeking 
a first-strike capability. The answer was 
that we were not. 

Then in 1972, through some action in 
the House, I believe, some money was 
placed in the bill for funds that could be 
used to develop a hard target capability. 
Being alarmed again, I went to see the 
distinguished Senator from Mississippi 
<Mr. STENNIS), who was chainnan of the 
conference. Even before 1971, the position 
of Senator STENNIS was that we did not 
need a capability whose primary purpose 
would have been to destroy enemy mis
siles and silos before they were launched. 
During the conference, the Senator from 
Mississippi was most effective in having 
those funds deleted from the bill. 

I share with my distinguished col
league, the Senator from New York, the 
concern about the security of the United 
States and the peace of the world. In 
this regard, I have been somewhat en
couraged by the SALT talks, and I have 
been somewhat encouraged by the di
rection in which both we and the SOviet 
Union have come. Frankly, I was pre
pared to spend as much time as possible 
on the floor to convince my colleagues 
that this amendment should be rejected. 
However, recognizing the lateness of the 
hour and knowing the Senator from New 
York's intention to withdraw his amend
ment, I ask unanimous consent that my 
prepared remarks be entered into the 
RECORD at this point. 

Mr. President, today we have again 
heard expressed in developing a "hard 
target" capability for our nuclear ar
senal. I had hoped that this particular 
form of nuclear irres;>onsibility had been 
abandoned once and for all in light of 
the intent of the Congress to forbid the 
development of this clearly destabilizing 
capability. Apparently this is not the 
case. 

A decision by the United States to 
build and deploy the so-called "hard
target warhead" would represent a 
fundamental and dangerous change in 
this country's long-standing strategic 
policy. Such a drastic change in our 
nuclear weapons doctrine of deterrence 
must be made, if at all, only after close 
and careful scrutiny by the Congress 
and the executive branch. 

A hard-target warhead capability 
would permit a country possessing it to 
move toward a credible first strike pos
ture. This is an option which we have 
long decided to forego, because it would 
inevitably provoke others to try to pro
tect their own security with new offen
sive and defensive weapons, and thus 
set off another round in the strategic 
arms race. 

For over a decade, the security of the 
United States has rested successfully on 
a strategy of assured destruction. This 
policy dictates that the United States 
h3.ve t!1e ability to inflict unacceptable 
destruction on any nation which attacks 
us, even after we absorb a barrage of 
nuclear-tipped missiles. This "second
strike" posture means that no adversary 
would escape sudden and widespread 
damage if i~ committed nuclear aggres
sion against the United States. With 
our present array of nuclear weaponry, 

the threat of a second strike provides 
an awesome deterrent to nuclear ad
venturism. 

President Nixon and former Defense 
Secretary Melvin Laird have reaffirmed 
the present administration's commit
ment to a second strike or assured de
struction strategy in successive state
ments in 1969, 1970, and in 1972. The 
ABM Treaty and the Interim Agreement 
on Strategic Offensive Weapons-SALT 
I accords-signed with the Soviets in 
1972, embody these principles by limit
ing ballistic missile defenses and plac
ing a ceiling on offensive nuclear mis
sile launchers and launch platforms. 
Both of the major nuclear powers have 
thus agreed to limit threats to each 
other's deterrent forces and to rely on 
a policy of mutual assured destruction 
to keep the peace between them. 

The hard-target warhead has been 
aptly described as a system designed "to 
destroy enemy missiles in their silos be
fore they are launched". It would allow 
its possessor to strike first and perhaps 
decimate an adversary's retaliatory 
force, so that the latter would be robbed 
of its own deterrent and thus its secu
rity. That is why such a missile is called 
a "counterforce" weapon. Faced with 
such a missile, an adversary can only be 
expected to seek drastic remedies, per
haps even a preemptive missile strike. 

In the past, the Department of De
fense declared that its policy was-

Not to develop weapons systems whose de
ployments could reasonably be considered by 
the Soviets as having a. first strike capabil
ity. Such deployment might provide an in
centive for the Soviets to strike first. 

This concern expressed by the Defense 
Department hits the nub of the problem 
with the hard-target warhead. 

Even if the Soviet Union, confronted 
by a U.S. "hard target" capability, did 
not elect to attempt a preemptive strike, 
it would still be likely to build hard-tar
get warheads of its own, as well as im
proved defenses against incoming mis
siles. These steps would void the SALT 
agreements and leave the United States 
and the U.S.S.R. on the very thin ice 
represented by a mutual surprise attack 
capability. Further, such steps would en
tail a serious setback to the hard-won 
gains in our relations with the Soviets 
over the last 5 years. Questions of in
creased trade and mutual cooperation in 
other spheres would be left dangling by 
the slender and uncertain thread of an 
imminent attack resulting from even 
the smallest disagreement or altercation, 
such as an incident at sea or diplomatic 
misunderstanding. And this uncertainty 
would further prompt both sides to seri
ous contemplation of the advantages of 
a preemptive or first strike, with or with
out provocation. 

To sum up, let me say that embarking 
on the precarious tightrope implicit in 
a counterforce or first-strike strategy 
means the loss of real gains in exchange 
for the prospect of greatly increased 
dangers and uncertainties in our secu
rity posture. Given the present American 
inventory of strategic weapons and those 
which we plan to build-such as Tri
dent- to start a hard-target warhead 
program would not only be provocative, 
counterproductive, and dangerous to our 

own security; it would be superfluous. We 
do not need it for strategic purposes and 
it makes no sense as a bargaining chip, 
because it represents-like MIRV-the 
kind of threat to Soviet security on which 
they are unlikely to bargain, once the 
United States has such a system. 

Rather than reversing our proven 
strategy of assured second -strike de
struction, I recommend that we continue 
to depend on the twin pillars of security 
which have served us so well over the 
past years: A policy of deterrence plus 
sincere e1Iorts to limit strategic weapons 
and especially destabilizing new arma
ments such as the hard-target warhead. 
We should only abandon this policy if a 
clear and present danger exists to its 
credibility and validity. Such a danger 
does not exist at present. 

Mr. President, I am very pleased that 
my colleague does intend to withdraw 
the amendment. I see nothing wrong 
with having this matter considered by 
the Armed Services Committee. I think 
that it makes a lot of sense. Rationale 
arguments can be made on both sides. I 
would enjoy the opportunity to join with 
the Senator in the presentation of evi
dence before the Armed Service Com
mittee. However, I would hope that that 
hearing would be open, as suggested by 
the distinguished acting floor manager 
of the bill, because I think the American 
people have the right to know what is 
discussed. If there is anything secret or 
classified, that part can be discussed in 
executive session. 

I do hope that my colleagues would 
agree with the suggestion made by the 
distinguished Senator from Missouri that 
these hearings be open. I join with him 
in expressing the desire for an open 
hearing on this matter. 

As strongly as I can do so, I oppose 
attempts by the Soviet Union, the United 
States, or any other country of the world 
to gain a first-strike capability. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BROOKE. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I am 

glad to hear the Senator's comment with 
respect to open hearings. As chairman 
of a subcommittee of the Joint Com
mittee on Atomic Energy, we held hear
ings, beginning last March, with experts 
in the field of nuclear weapons. As a 
result of declassifying the testimony of 
the first witness General Giller of the 
AEC. The hearings disclosed information 
that was never known before to the 
American people. 

Later, in May, we heard from the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
in charge of atomic matters, Dr. Walshe. 
They took out practically everything 
except the names of the witnesses; there
fore, we sent back the document and 
said, "We are not satisfied with this de
classification. The people of this country 
are putting up the money for all of these 
weapons, and they have a right to know 
something about it." 

The document still remains in the 
Pentagon. We have not had any action 
on this. 

Then in June we heard testimony 
from the general in charge of SHAEF, 
the supreme commander, General Good-
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paster. And a couple of weeks ago I wired 
him and asked him where the testimony 
was, classified or declassified. He had 
taken it back and had said he would de
classify it, but we did not hear anything 
further for many months. 

'We understand now that the testimony 
he took back to declassify is in the Pen
tagon. We hope that some months from 
now perhaps we will get a chance to look 
at that, too. 

This whole situation has become rather 
absurd to me. I think that the Senator 
from New York could be making a real 
contribution to the people of this country 
if we are able to let them know what we 
are talking about. It costs the American 
people a great many billions of dollars. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, it was 
not my idea to ooen the hearings. Noth
ing would make me happier than to 
have as full and open an exploration of 
all issues, because quite candidly I have 
far more confidence in the people of the 
United States making a sound decision 
for their own future than I do in this 
enlightened group. 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to hear my colleague say what he 
said, although I am not surprised that 
he did say it . 

I am glad that we will follow this ap
proach. We can do so for the edifica
tion of the American people and at the 
same time maintain our security. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, if the Sen
taor would yield, I would like to ask the 
Senator from Missouri if I am right in 
understanding that the excuse given by 
the Pentagon was that they do not want 
to find out how good we are at finding 
out information. Is that a correct un
derstanding? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I honestly could 
not say. 

Mr. CASE. I cannot imagine any other 
reason why this information is not forth
coming. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I do know we have 
three nuclear stockpiles. One is the stock
pile we have in the countries overseas, 
and that runs thousands of times more 
than everything that was dropped in 
World War II. The second largest stock
pile is what we have on our ships. But 
by far the largest stockpile is the stock
pile back here at home. 

For some strange reason, despite the 
billions upon billions of dollars the tax
payers are being forced to put up for 
national defense, we are not able to get 
these facts out to the people. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I would 
just like to propound one question that 
I think might be helpful. 

I am concerned about the question of 
the definition of "hard-target kill" capa
bility and the prohibition on development" 
of the same. 

I would like to ask the Senator if he 
would agree to forbid the use of anY 
funds to develop, test, or procure a MIRV 
system in which an individual reentry 
vehicle possesses that combination of 
warhead yield and accuracy required to 
generate the equivalent of one-third the 
level of blast overpressures and related 
effects considered necessary to enable a 

single warhead to neutralize a hardened 
missile silo. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I would 
gladly approve such an amendment if 
one could obtain complete assurance 
from the Soviet Union that they would 
not develop a comparable warhead. That 
is the problem we run into on so many 
of these matters. 

Mr. BROOKE. I see. I thank the 
Senator. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 10 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. I shall not use all that 
time. I am sensitive to the desires of 
others to go home. 

I am delighted that we have had this 
experience. I think it emphasizes the dif
ferences that do exist. 

This is a mat ter of such extreme im
portance that we need the largest quo
rum that is possible, in hearings open if 
possible, or closed if in the opinion of the 
Armed Services Committee that it is 
necessary. But I would like to make a 
couple of points, because I believe there 
is misunderstanding as to some vital 
issues reflected ill the remarks made by 
the Senator from New Hampshire, the 
Senator from Missouri, and others. 

There was a reference to an amend
ment which I had submitted almost 2 
years ago to the day, and the reactions 
of the Department of Defense, and that 
has been cited as continuing policy. I 
would like to suggest that there has been 
a dramatic shift in the respective stra
tegic positions of the Soviet Union and 
of the United States in the intervening 
years. 

Two years ago, the strategic arms 
limitation talks were still in the process 
of negotiation, and obviously no one 
wanted any waves to be made. 

In May of last year, those talks were 
concluded, and, to the surprise of many, 
they had the effect of freezing the Soviet 
Union with a quantitative advantage of 
50 percent in each of the systems of 
strategic weapons covered by the agree
ment, but we were assured by the ad
ministration and by the military at that 
time that the Soviet Union was not likely 
to develop, in fact we were assured that 
they would not develop, the technology 
to take advantage of that quantitative 
throw-weight advantage they had much 
before 1977, by which time we would 
have SALT II. 

Unfortunately, as has happened so 
often in the past, the Soviets were mov
ing far more rapidly than our experts 
anticipated, and we know from what we 
have seen printed in recent weeks that 
they have a MIRV capability, and that 
in due course we can see that reflected in 
SALT. 

The net effect is to give them a coun
terforce capability, or give them the 
potentiality of that capability, by the end 
of this decade. So we are not talking 
about moving in a direction that would 
cause them to rush to achieve this 
capability. 

I think, too, when we start talking 
about a counterforce or a first strike, 
we should rid ourselves of notions from 
the context of the early sixties, when the 

McNamara doctrine of "assured destruc
tion" first evolved. At that time, we did 
not have large numbers of missile
launching submarines deployed. At that 
time it was possible to conceive of a 
surprise strike that would completely 
obliterate the attacked nation's capacity 
to retaliate. That simply is not the fact 
today, and cannot be the fact, because 
each side has not only land-based mis
siles, but submarine-based missiles as 
well. 

Even if this were not the case, we are 
not capable of striking Soviet strategic 
forces with that kind of effect. In my 
judgment, even if we were capable of de
livering our entire inventory of war
heads, because of the present limitation 
on numbers we could only attack and 
destroy a portion of the land-based So
viet armament. 

What I am speaking about, and what 
I hope Senators will be thinking about in 
the hearings we will have early next 
year, is the need for providing flexibility 
and the need for providing the President 
with the option to respond to an attack 
on a basis other than the horror of de
stroying whole populations. 

The distinguished Senator from Mis
souri (Mr. SYMINGTON) stated in his 
scenario that if we were to be attacked 
by the Soviets, we would destroy 50 or 60 
million Russians. If in the year 1980 the 
Soviets, with the capability that they 
then would have to retaliate against our 
land-based missiles-which are in iso
lated sections of our country-thereby 
destroyed those missiles, but did not 
touch our population, I think it would be 
foolhardy and irresponsible for the Pres
ident to press the button and destroy 
large cities of the Soviet Union, because 
to do so would be to invite the destruc
tion of our people. 

I welcome the agreement by the chair
man to consider all this, and to consider 
the facts with an open mind, so that we 
may move into the next decade with mili
tary options designed to meet military 
objectives. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that I may withdraw my amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and the 
amendment is withdrawn. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment which is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assist ant legislat ive clerk pro
ceeded to read the amendment. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. I will 
explain it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered, and the 
amendment will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The amendment ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD is as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill add 
a new section as follows: viz: 

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE HOSPITALS 

SEC. -. (a) Except as provided in sub
section (b), the Secretary of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare shall take such action 
as may be necessary to assure that the 
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hospitals of the Public Health Service, 
located in Seattle, Washington, Boston, Mas
sachusetts, San Francisco, California., Gal
veston, Texas, New Orleans, Louisiana, Balti
more, Maryland, Staten Island, New York, 
and Norfolk, Virginia., shall continue-

(1) in operation as hospitals of the Public 
Health Service. 

(2) to provide for all categories of in
dividuals entitled or authorized to receive 
care and treatment at hospitals or other 
stations of the Public Health Service in
patient, outpatient, and other health care 
services in like manner as such services were 
provided on January 1, 1973, to such cate
gories of individuals at the hospitals of the 
Public Health Service referred to in the 
matter preceding paragraph ( 1) and at a. 
level and range at least as great as the level 
and range of such services which were pro
vided (or authorized to be provided) by such 
hospitals on such date, and 

(3) to conduct at such hospitals a. level 
and range of other health-related activities 
(including training and research activities) 
which is not less than the level and range of 
such activities which were being conducted 
on January 1, 1973 at such hospitals. 

(b) ( 1) The Secretary may-
( A) close or transfer control of a hospital 

of the Public Health Service to which sub
section (a) applies, 

(B) reduce the level and range of health 
care services provided at such a hospital 
from the level and range required by sub
section (a) (2) or change the manner in 
which such services are provided at such 
a. hospital from the manner required by such 
subsection, or 

(C) reduce the level and range of the 
other health-related activities conducted at 
such a hospital from the level and range 
required by subsection (a) (3), if Congress 
by law (enacted after the date of the enact
ment of this act) specifically authorizes 
such action. 

(2) Any recommendation submitted to 
the Congress for legislation to authorize 
an action described in paragraph ( 1) with 
respect to a. hospital of the Public Health 
Service shall be accompanied oy a copy of 
the written, unqualified approval of the pro
posed action submitted to the Secretary 
by each (A) section 314(a) State health 
planning agency whose section 314(a.) plan 
covers (in whole or in part) the area in 
which such hospital is located or which is 
served by such hosiptal, and (B) section 
314(b) areawide health planning agency 
whose section 314(b) plan covers (in whole 
or in part) such area. 

( 3) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term "section 314(a) State health planning 
agency" means the agency of a State which 
administers or supervises the administration 
of a State's health planning functions under 
a State plan approved under section 314(a) 
(referred to in paragraph (2) as a "section 
314(a.) plan"); and the term "section 314(b) 
areawide health planning agency" means a 
public or nonprofit private agency or organi
zation which has developed a. comprehensive 
regional, metropolitan, or other local area 
plan or plans referred to in section 314(b) 
(referred to in paragraph (2) as a. "section 
314(b) plan"). 

(c) Section 3 of the Emergency Health 
Personnel Act Amendments of 1972 is 
repealed. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, my 
amendment concerns the eight Public 
Health Service hospitals and is identical 
to the Public Health Service hospital 
provision contained in the emergency 
medical services bill (S. 504) which was 
vetoed by the President. It is also identi
cal to S. 2466, a bill I introduced on Sep
tember 21, and whicll b!vt beto unani-

mously reported today to the floor by the 
Labor and Public Welfare Committee. 

In fiscal year 1973, 26.4 percent of the 
hospitals' in-patients were active-duty 
or retired military personnel and military 
dependents. Consequently, the future of 
these hospitals has a direct bearing on 
the Armed Forces and it is entirely 
proper and germane that we consider 
this amendment in the course of our de
liberations on H.R. 9286. 

This amendment would not require 
that the hospitals be kept open forever. 
In fact, it lays out a definite procedure 
by which HEW may bring to Congress 
for our consideration their proposals and 
their alternatives, if they have any, to 
close or transfer these hospitals. 

What the amendment would do is sim
ply to assure that Congress, not HEW, 
will make the final decision about the 
future of these hospitals. 

Mr. President, I do not believe it is 
necessary to discuss this amendment in 
any great detail because it is very famil
iar to the Senate. As I already noted, it 
was in the emergency medical services 
bill which was considered and approved 
by the Senate on three separate occa
sions. We passed the original bill to 79 to 
13. We passed the conference report on 
the bill 97 to 0 and we voted 77 to 16 to 
override the President's veto. 

Likewise, the emergency medical serv
ices bill containing this provision was 
approved three times by an overwhelming 
majority in the House. 

And we all know, the only reason this 
provision is not law right now is because 
o! just five votes in the House. 

The health of America's servicemen 
and the health of all others served by 
these hospitals-and they serve many 
others-is far too important to be jeop
ardized by the vote of a sma::.: minority 
of the Members of one House in the 
Congress. 

I urge the Senate to express its de
termination to keep these hospitals open 
by adopting this amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
table showing the military personnel who 
are depencent on these hospitals. 

There being no objectio::J., the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
PHS HOSPITALS AND MILITARY PERSONNEL 

According to HEW, in F.Y. 73, 26.4% of 
the PHS Hospital in-patients were active 
duty military personnel, retired military per
sonnel, or mUltary dependents. Following is 
a. break-down of that 26.4%. 

[In percent] 
Active duty personneL______________ 7. 9 
Retired personneL__________________ 7. 6 
Dependents of active duty personneL_ 3. 1 
Dependents of retired personneL_____ 7. 8 

Total ------------------------ 26.4 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, in 

Baltimore, in San Francisco, and out in 
my own town of Seattle, these PHS hos
pitals comprise critically important 
health research resources. In Baltimore 
and Seattle both, for example, the PHS 
hospitals have excellent leukemia clinics 
that are saving lives. 

We have checked the figures many 
times in the Approprations Committee, 

and we find that the cost of transferring 
the in-patients out of these hospitals 
will cost far more in the long run than 
it will cost to keep these hospitals open. 

Only yesterday the Subcommittee on 
HEW Appropriations, which I chair, ap
proved appropriations to keep the hos
pitals open. That money will be in the 
HEW appropriations bill, when it is 
taken up in full committee Monday. 

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Washington allow me to 
become a cosponsor of his amendment? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I will be happy to do 
so, but first, Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that the Senator from 
Washington (Mr. JAcKSON), the Senator 
from California <Mr. CRANSTON), the 
Senator from Texas (Mr. TowER), the 
Senator from Maryland (Mr. BEALL), the 
Senator from Maryland <Mr. MATHIAS), 
and the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. 
BROOKE) be added as cosponsors of this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HoL
LINGS). Without objection it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Washington yieled? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, the Senator 

from Washington makes a very valid 
point when he points out that this 
amendment does not make a determina
tion as to whether the Government 
should be in the hospital business. But he 
says that if the Government is not going 
to be in the hospital business, then some 
orderly planning should be laid out so 
that the various communities will not be 
deprived of the capacity of the hospitals 
to provide care and not disrupt the de
livery of hospital care services by abrupt 
action of HEW to close the hospitals. 

I have had some firsthand experience 
with the hospital in Baltimore where a 
great many military people are served. If, 
in fact, that hospital should be closed, 
thousands of dependents of military per
sonnel, active personnel, and retired 
personnel would not have any primary 
care medical care facility available to 
them in order to get the much-needed 
medical services they require. 

Therefore, the disting·.lished Senator 
from Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON) is to 
be congratulated on this amendment. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I want 
to express my deep admiration and con
siderable astonishment at the absolute 
determination of the distinguished Sen
ator from Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON) 
to achieve what he wishes to achieve and 
then setting out to do it. He figures out 
the legislative strategy and the tactics to 
accomplish an objective and keeps at 
it until it is reached. 

We have had here today another mag
nificent example of his ability to deliver 
when he offered his amendment on the 
Senate floor. 

Mr. President, this measure is very 
important for two basic reasons. First, 
it is false economy to close the hospi
tals. It costs less per day to treat patients 
who need help in Federal hospitals than 
in community hospitals by a substan
tial margin. For the President to have 
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vetoed the bill on grounds of economy 
made absolutely no sense at all. 

Second, the administration was re
quired by law, passed by the 92d Con
gress, to report to Congress before clos
ing any hospitals stating how it pro
posed to take care of its beneficiaries. 
The administration did not comply with 
that law. We should keep the hospitals 
open until they have presented evidence 
to Congress that those patients eligible 
for care are offered a real alternative. 

The patients in these hospitals are 
members of the military, veterans, mer
chant marine, and others, who have 
served their country. They are entitled 
by statute to be given medical treatment 
by the Public Health Service hospitals. 
There is no certainty that they will re
ceive that treatment if the hospitals are 
closed. Until assurances are given that 
these beneficiaries will receive a high 
quality of medical care wherever needed 
through an alternative system, I believe, 
the hospitals must be kept open. 

For these and many other reasons, Mr. 
President, I strongly support and again 
applaud the efforts of the distinguished 
Senator from Washington. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Washington yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I thank 

the distinguished Senator from Wash
ington for yielding. I wanted to thank 
him for the initiative and energy he has 
shown in bringing this question before 
the Senate. I am happy to join him and 
associate myself with his remarks. 

I should like merely to confirm the 
observations made by my colleague <Mr. 
BEALL) . I think he is entirely right, that 
there is a continuing need for public 
health hospitals, and until there is an 
alternative we must maintain this serv
ice in order to keep good faith with the 
people with whom the Government has 
contract obligations. 

I, therefore, hope that the Senate will 
support this legislation. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I rise 
in strong support of the provisions of 
this amendment which is identical to the 
bill which was favorably reported today 
by the Labor Committee and which was 
introduced in the Senate by my friend 
and colleague, the distinguished Senator 
from Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON). 

Mr. President, this amendment is iden
tical to the provisions contained in S. 504, 
the emergency medical services, which 
overwhelmingly passed the Congress a 
few weeks ago. The original version of 
S. 504 passed the Senate by a vote of 79 
to 13: the conference report was ap
proved 97 to 0; and the Senate also voted 
to override the President's veto of S. 504 
by a vote of 77 to 16. 

S. 2466 which is identical to Senator 
MAGNUSON's amendment does not require 
that the PHS hospitals be continued in 
operation forever. Instead, it simply 
makes clear, once and for all, that Con
gress--rather than the Department of 
HEW -shall determine their future. The 
recommendations of the Department 
would, of course, be useful and welcome. 
In fact, the amendment seeks to elicit 
such recommendations by establishing a 
definite procedure by which the Depart-

ment may bring its recommendations be
fore the Congress. 

But, while contemplating the likeli
hood that the Department will wish to 
bring to the Congress plans for closing, 
transferring, or altering the services of 
some or all of these hospitals, the amend
ment is quite clear in prohibiting the 
Department from closing, transferring, 
or reducing the services of these hospi
tals until such time as the Congress, by 
law, provides such action. I wish to em
phasize the clarity of that prohibition in 
the amendment. 

During previous congressional debate 
of the language now contained in S. 2466 
and this amendment the concern was 
occasionally expressed that it unduly re
stricted the Department of HEW. I do not 
share that concern and suggest that the 
Department, provided that it complies 
fully with the bill itself, approach the 
question of the PHS hospitals' future just 
as it would in proposing a wholly new 
program to the Congress. In those com
monplace circumstances the Department 
submits legislation to the Congress and 
then works together with the relevant 
committees to develop :final legislation 
acceptable to both the Congress and the 
executive branch. Such an approach 
would be quite appropriate. 

Mr. President, I want to again com
mend the author of this provision, Sena
tor MAGNUSON. And, as chairman of the 
Health Subcommittee, I urge my col
leagues to vote in favor of it. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I support 
the amendment offered by Senator MAG
NUSON to provide for the continued o -
eration of the Public Health Service hos
pitals. Just today, the Labor and Public 
Welfare Committee-of which I am the 
ranking minority member-favorablY re
ported a separate bill <S. 2466) setting 
forth the provisions of this amendment. 

The amendment continues Senator 
MAGNUSON's legislative leadership with 
regard to congressional intent in support 
of the continued operation of the hos
pitals. 

The congressional commitment in re
spect to these facilities was conclusively 
established with the passage of Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 6 in the first ses
sion of the 92d Congress. The joint ex
planatory statement of the committee of 
conference stated: 

The Senate Concurrent Resolution ex
pressed the sense of the Congress that all 
Public Health Service hospitals and outpa
tient cllnlcs should remain open; that the 
administration should fund and staff these 
facilities at a sufficient level to allow them to 
perform their multiple responsib111ties 
throughout fiscal year 1972, and that the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
and the Congress should explore the resources 
and capab111ties of these fac111ties to deter
mine which facilities should continue to be 
operated by the Public Health Service, which 
fac111ties should be converted to community 
operation, and which facillties, if any, should 
be closed. 

Although I am gratified by Secretary 
Weinberger's decision in respect to the 
Staten Island Public Health Service hos
pital: 

We have decided that the Staten Island 
hospital is to continue its operation un
changed, and the Department presently has 

no plan either completed or under develop
ment to transfer to community hospitals the 
care now provided there on an inpatient or 
outpatient basis. 

I am concerned that the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare has 
continued to proceed with plans to phase 
out the other PHS hospitals without giv
ing due consideration to the provisions 
of Senate Concurrent Resolution 6. 

There has been no evidence offered to 
support the HEW assertion that the ben
eficiary population of the hospitals would 
be better served if these hospitals were 
not operated by the Federal Government. 
Moreover, there has been no information 
to suggest that the beneficiaries share 
the conviction that they will be better 
served if the PHS hospitals were closed 
and they were referred to other commu
nity facilities. In fact, other beneficiary 
groups have successfully brought judicial 
actions in Federal courts in Seattle and 
New York to keep the hospitals open. In 
response to any allegations that it is not 
possible to continue the operation of the 
hospitals because of staff shortages, it is 
important to understand that the ad
ministration proposes to present Con
gress with the fait accompli, that is, 
first it encourages employees to leave 
and now it argues that the hospitals 
should be closed because of staff short
ages. In response to the argument that to 
close the hospitals without congressional 
approval would fly in the face of sound 
administrative judgment makes no sense. 
There is nothing that would have pre
cluded HEW from closing these hospitals 
if it had demonstrated with hard evi
dence that it can and will provide in some 
other fashion for those now being treated 
at the hospitals, for the health man
power training activities being carried on 
at the hospitals, and for the health re
search being conducted at the hospitals. 
Should Congress be expected to approve 
closure of the hospitals without that evi
dence and on the basis of the adminis
tration's assertions alone? It is argued 
that we should not require the 314(a) 
and 314(b) local planning agencies to ap
prove any plans for closure of the hos
pitals. But this is based on the President's 
principle with respect to the decentrali
zation of power, the returning of power 
to the people, and abhorrence of the idea 
that the Federal Government always 
knows best; and, moreover, 314(a) and 
314(b) agencies were established pur
suant to Federal law and receive Federal 
funds for the very purpose of participat
ing in health planning at the State and 
local levels. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 
back our time on this side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
having been yielded back, the question 
is on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Washington. On this ques
tion the yeas and nays have been ordered 
and the clerk will call the roll. ' 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
called the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
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BAYH), the Senator from Missouri (Mr. 
EAGLETON), the Senator from Hawaii 
<Mr. INOUYE), the Senator from Mon
tana <Mr. METCALF), the Senator from 
Arkansas (Mr. McCLELLAN), the Senator 
from Virginia (Mr. HARRY P. BYRD, JR.), 
the Senator from Michigan (Mr. HART), 
the Senator from Colorado (Mr. HAs
KELL), the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. 
HUMPHREY), the Senator from Massa
chusetts <Mr. KENNEDY) , the Senator 
from South Dakota <Mr. McGOVERN), the 
Senator from Maine <Mr. MusKIE), and 
the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. 
STENNIS) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Alaska <Mr. GRAVEL) and the Sen
ator from Louisiana (Mr. JoHNSTON) are 
absent on official business. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Minnesota <Mr. 
HUMPHREY) would vote "yea." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senato!"s from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER and 
Mr. BROCK), the Senator from Kansas 
<Mr. DoLE), the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. PACKWOOD), the Senator from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. HUGH SCOTT), the 
Senator from Virginia (Mr. WILLIAM L. 
ScoTT), the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. DOMENICI), the Senator from Ari
zona (Mr. GoLDWATER), the Senaltor from 
Florida <Mr. GURNEY), and th.} Senator 
from Wyoming (Mr. HANSEN) are neces
sarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Ohio (Mr. TAFT) is absent on offi
cial business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. PEARSON) is absent because 
of illness. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Illinois <Mr. PERCY) is absent by 
leave of the Senate. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Illinois 
(Mr. PERCY) would vote "nay." 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. CoTTON) is absent because of illness 
in his family. 

The result was announced-yeas 52, 
nays 19, as follows: 

[No. 438 Leg.] 
YEAS-52 

Abourezk Fulbright 
Aiken Hartke 
Allen Hatfield 
Beall Hathaway 
Bentsen Hollings 
Bible Huddleston 
Biden Hughes 
Brooke Jackson 
Burdick Javits 
Byrd, Robert c. Long 
Cannon Magnuson 
Case Mansfield 
Chiles Mathias 
Church McGee 
Clark Mcintyre 
Cranston Mondale 
Eastland Montoya 
Ervin Moss 

Bartlett 
Bellman 
Bennett 
Buckley 
Cook 
Curtis 
Dominick 

NAYS-19 
Fannin 
Fang 
Griffin 
Helms 
Hruska 
McClure 
Nelson 

Nunn 
Pastore 
Pell 
Randolph 
Ribicotf 
Schweiker 
Sparkman 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Tower 
Tunney 
Weicker 
Wllliams 
Young 

Proxmire 
Roth 
Sax be 
Stafford 
Thurmond 

NOT VOTING-29 

Baker 
Bayh 
Brock 

Byrd, Dole 
Harry F., Jr. Domenici 

Cotton Eagleton 

Goldwater 
Gravel 
Gurney 
Hansen 
Hart 
Haskell 
Humphrey 
Inouye 

Johnston 
Kennedy 
McClellan 
McGovern 
Metcalf 
Muskie 
Packwood 
Pearson 

Percy 
Scott, Hugh 
Scott. 

WilliamL. 
Stennis 
Ta!t 

So Mr. MAGNUSON's amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, on Sep
tember 19, I met with the Secretary of 
the Air Force. As an ex-Air Force pilot, 
I was interested in the mandatory reduc
tion in force of the number of people in 
the Air Force. I was particularly inter
ested in the fact that this bill would 
mandate the release of 6,000 officers in 
this fiscal year. 

When I inquired about the cost of that, 
I was told that it would cost $99 million 
for the one time involuntary separation 
costs to pay for this mandated reduction. 

Interestingly, if that reduction were 
spread over 4 or 5 years, there would be 
a saving to the Government because of 
this plan for the utilization of the man
power involved being an annual reduc
tion in force instead of an arbitrary ac
tion of Congress. 

I have discussed the amendment with 
the able chairman, and I understand 
that the whole matter will be before the 
conference. I do not see how it could 
be resolved in the time left to consider 
this bill. Therefore, I bring this to the 
attention of the Senate. 

Today I received a letter from the 
Secretary of the Air Force, John L. Mc
Lucas, which I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the RECORD so that 
the REcoRD will be clear as to the effect 
of what we are doing in mandating re
ductions without regard to planning, 
that they will cost more than if we give 
them time under the schedule of reduc
tion in forces and mandate the reduction 
in forces over a period of time, in which 
there would be a break between the cost 
and the savings, brought about because 
of the one-time cost involved with invol
untary separation of officers from the 
Air Force. 

There being no objection, the letter was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE Am FORCE, 
Washington, D.O., September 28, 1973. 

DEAR SENATOR STEVENs: During our Septem
ber 19th discussion, you asked about the 
impact on the Air Force of the proposed Sen
ate reduction in Department of Defense man
power. Assuming that the Armed Services 
Committee suggested reduction of 37,000 were 
imposed on the Air Force, approximately 
6,000 officers would have to be involuntarily 
released. In this regard, you specifically asked 
what the cost impacts and savings would be 
if such involuntary release actions were taken 
in one year or spread over a four- or five-year 
period. 

If all 6,000 officers were involuntarily re
leased in FY 1974, separation costs would 
amount to a.n estimated $99 million. There 
would be no offsetting savings in FY 1974 
since the releases would now be so late in 

the year that no manyear savings would ac
crue. In succeeding years, savings tn pay and 
allowances for these 6,000 officers would ap
proximate $108 million per year. 

If the release of the 6,000 officers were 
spread evenly over four years, separation 
costs would again amount to some $99 mil
lion ($24.7 million per year) but the plan
ning lead time would permit the realization 
o! $202.5 million in manyear savings over 
that period (none the first year and from 
$40.5 million to $94.5 million in each o! the 
rematn1ng three years.) The net impact of 
this alternative would be a four-year savings 
of $103.7 million. 

If the release of the 6,000 officers were 
phased evenly over five years, the same $99 
million cost would be applicable but a five
year savings o! $259.2 million would accrue 
(again nothing in FY 1974 and from $32.5 
million to $97.2 million in each of the re
maining four years) . The net impact of this 
course of action would be a five-year savings 
of $160.2 million. 

A table is attached which portrays this 
information in tabular form. I trust that 
this information is responsive. Thank you for 
your interest in the Air Force. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN L. McLUCAS, 

Secretary of the Air Force. 

Fiscal year-

1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 Total 

1-year RIF 

~~iiis~~~ = = = _ !~~~ ~- = = = = = == = == = = = = =~ = = = === == === = __ !~~· o 
Net__ _____ 99.0 --------- -· - - - - -- -------- 99.0 

4-year RIF 
Cost _____ . __ • 24. 7 24.7 24.7 24.7 - ·----- 98.8 Savings ____ __ __ __ __ _ 40.5 67.5 94.5 - -- ---- 202.5 

Net_ __ ___ _ 24.7 15.8 42.8 69.8 - -- ---- 103.7 

5-year RIF 
Cost ______ __ _ 19.8 19.8 19.8 19.8 19.8 99.0 
Savings .... . .... ____ 32.4 54.0 75.6 97.2 259.2 

NeL .. ____ 19.8 12.6 34.2 55.8 77.4 160.2 

AMENDMENT NO. 557 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HoL
LINGS) . The Chair lays before the Senate 
the amendment of the Senator fro:n 
Minnesota, which the clerk will state. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the Act, add a 
new section as follows: 

SPENDING CEll.ING 

"SEc. -. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of this Act, the total amount of 
money authorized to be appropriated under 
the provisions of this Act shall not exceed 
$20,197,700,000." 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President 
on behalf of the Senator from Minne~ 
sota (Mr. HUMPHREY) I yield to the dis
tinguished majority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma
jority leader is recognized. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr: MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unarumous consent that the Senate go 
into executive session for the purpose of 
calling up Executive 0, Executive J, Ex
ecutive G, Executive M, ExecutiveS, and 
Executive K on the Executive Calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider executive business. 
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INTERNATIONAL COFFEE AGREE
MENT 1968, AS EXTENDED
AGREEMENT WITH CANADA FOR 
PROMOTION OF SAFETY ON THE 
GREAT LAKES BY MEANS OF RA
DIO, 1973; CONVENTION FOR THE 
PROTECTION OF PRODUCERS 
OF PHONOGRAMS; EXTRADITION 
TREATY WITH ITALY; TREATY ON 
EXTRADITION WITH PARAGUAY; 
TREATY ON EXTRADITION AND 
COOPERATION IN PENAL MAT
TERS WITH URUGUAY 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the treaties and 
agreements be considered collectively at 
this time, passed through the proper 
readings today, with the vote to be un
dertaken on Monday next. 

All of these treaties were reported 
from the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions unanimously and I urge the Senate 
at the appropriate time to give them 
approval. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded 
to consider the six treaties, being Execu
tive o, 93d Congress, 1st session, the 
International Cofiee Agreement 1968, as 
extended; Executive J, 93d Congress, 1st 
session, agreement with Canada for Pro
motion of Safety on the Great Lakes by 
Means of Radio, 1973 ; Executive G, 93d 
Congress, 1st session, Convention for the 
Protection of Producers of Phonograms; 
Executive M, 93d Congress, 1st session, 
Extradition Treaty with Italy; Executive 
s 93d Congress, 1st session, Extradition 
Treaty with Paraguay; and Executive K, 
93d Congress, 1st session, Treaty with 
Uruguay on Extradition and Cooperation 
in Penal Matters; which were read the 
second time, as follows: 
INTERNATIONAL COFFEE AGREEMENT, 

1968; AS EXTENDED 
PREAMBLE 

(Modified) 
The Governments Parties to this Agree

ment, 
Recognizing the exceptional importance of 

coffee to the economies of many countries 
which are largely dependent upon this com
modity for their export earnings and thus fo! 
the continuation of their development pro
grammes in the social and economic fields; 

Considering that close international co
operation on coffee marketing will stimulate 
the economic diversification and develop
ment of coffee-producing countries and thus 
contribute to a strengthening of the political 
and economic bonds between producers and 
consumers; 

Finding reason to expect a tendency to
ward persistent disequilibrium between pro
duction and consumption ( • • • ) and pro
nounced fluctuations in prices which can 
be harmful both to producers and to con
sumers; 

(* • *) 
Noting that it has not been possible to 

complete the negotiation of a new Interna
tional Coffee Agreement and that additional 
time is required for this purpose, 

Have agreed a.s follows: 
CHAPTER I--OBJECTIVES 

A~TICLE 1 

(Modified) 
Objectives 

The objectives of the Agreement are: 
(1) to preserve and promote the under

standing between producers and consumers 

necessary for the conclusion of a new Inter
national Coffee Agreement and to avoid the 
consequences prejudicial to both which 
would result from the termination of inter
national co-operation; 

(2) to preserve the International Coffee 
Organization: 

(a) as a forum tor the negotiation of a 
new Agreement; 

(b) as a competent and effective centre for 
the collection and dissemination of statis
tical information on the international trade 
in coffee, in particular on prices, exports, im
port s, stocks, distribution and consumption 
of coffee and on production and production 
trends. 

CHAPTER II-DEFINITIONS 

ARTICLE 2 

(Modified) 
Definitions 

For the purposes of the Agreement: 
(1) "Coffee" means the beans and berries 

of the coffee tree, whether parchment, green 
or roasted, and includes ground, decaffein
ated, liquid and soluble coffee. These terms 
shall have the following meaning: 

(a) "green coffee" means all coffee in the 
naked bean form before roasting; 

(b) "coffee berries" means the complete 
fruit of the coffee tree; to find the equivalent 
of coffee berries to green coffee, multiply the 
net weight of the dried coffee berries by 
0.50; 

(c) "parchment coffee" means the green 
coffee bean contained in the parchment skin; 
to find the equivalent of parchment coffee 
to green coffee, multiply the net weight of 
t he parchment coffee by 0.80; 

(d) "roasted coffee" means green coffee 
roasted to any degre and includes ground 
coffee; to find the equivalent of roasted 
coffee to green coffee, multiply the net weight 
of roasted coffee by 1.19; 

(e) "decaffeinated coffee" means green, 
roasted or soluble coffee from which caffein 
has been extracted; to find the equivalent of 
decaffeinated coffee to green coffee, multiply 
the weight of the decaffeinated coffee in 
green, roasted or soluble form by 1.00, 1.19 
or 3.00 respectively; 

{f) "liquid coffee" means the water-soluble 
solids derived from roasted coffee and put 
into liquid form; to find the equivalent of 
liquid to green coffee, multiply the net weight 
of the dried coffee solids contained in the 
liquid coffee by 3 .00; 

(g) "soluble coffee" means the dried water
soluble solids derived from roasted coffee; 
to find the equivalent of soluble coffee to 
green coffee, multiply the net weight of the 
soluble coffee by 3.00. 

(2) "Bag" means 60 kilogrammes or 132.276 
pounds of green coffee; "ton" means a metric 
ton of 1,000 kilogrammes or 2 ,204.6 pounds; 
and "pound" means 453.597 grammes. 

(3) "Coffee year" means the period of one 
year, from 1 October through 30 September. 

(4) "Export of coffee" means any shipment 
of coffee which leaves the territory of the 
country in which the coffee is grown save 
that the shipment of coffee from any of the 
dependent territories of a Member to its 
metropolitan territory or to another of its 
dependent territories for domestic consump
tion therein or in any other of its dependent 
territories shall not be considered as the ex
port of coffee. 

(5) "Organization", "Council" and 
"Board" mean, respectively, the International 
Coffee Organization, the International Coffee 
Council, and the Executive Board referftld 
to 1n Article 7 of the Agreement. 

(6) "Member" means a Contracting Party 
including an intergovernmental organizatio-\ 
which, as provided for in Article 3, has ac 
ceded to the Agreement; a dependent terrt 
tory or territories in respect of which sepa. 
rate Membership has been declared unde! 
Article 4; or two or more Contracting Partiet 

or dependent territories, or both, which par
ticipate in the Organization as a Member 
group under Article 5 or 6. 

(7) "Exporting Member" or "exporting 
country" means a Member or count ry, respec
tively, which is a net exporter of coffee; that 
is, whose exports exceed its imports. 

(8) "Importing Member" or "importing 
country" means a Member or country, respec
tively, which is a net importer of coffee; that 
is, whose imports exceed its exports. 

(9) "Producing Member" or "producing 
country" means a Member or country, respec
tively, which grows coffee in commercially 
significant quantities. 

(10) "Distributed simple majority vot e" 
means a majority of the votes cast by export
ing Members present and voting, and a major
ity of the votes cast by importing Members 
present and voting, counted separately. 

(11) "Distributed two-thirds majority 
vote" means a two-thirds majority of the 
votes cast by exporting Members present and 
voting and a two-thirds majority of the votes 
cast by importing Members present and vot
ing, counted separately. 

(12) [Deleted.] 
(13) "Exportable production" means the 

total production of coffee of an exporting 
country in a given coffee year less the amount 
destined for domestic consumption in the 
same year. 

(14) "Availability for export" ·means the 
exportable production of an exporting coun
try in a given coffee year plus accumulated 
stocks from previous years. 

(15) [Deleted.] 
(16) [Deleted.] 
(17) [Deleted.] 

CHAPTER III-MEMBERSHIP 

ARTICLE 3 

(Modified) 
Membership in the Organization 

(1) Each Contracting Party, together with 
those of its dependent territories to which 
the Agreement is extended under paragraph 
(1) of Article 65, shall constit ute a single 
Member of the Organization, except as 
otherwise provided under Articles 4, 5, and 
6. 

(2) A Member may change its category of 
Membership, previously declared as ap
proval, ratification, acceptance or accession 
to the Agreement, on such conditions as the 
Council may agree. 

(3) Any reference in this Agreement to a 
Government shall be construed as including 
a reference to the European Economic Com
munity or an intergovernmental organiza,
tion having comparable responsibilities in 
respect to the negotiation, conclusion and 
application of international agreements, in 
particular commodity agreements. Accord
ingly, reference in this Agreement to acces
sion by a Government under the provisions 
of Article 63 shall be construed as including 
a reference to accession by such an intergov
ernmental organization. 

(4) Such an intergovernment al organiza
tion shall not itself have any votes but in 
the case of a vote on matters withi n its 
competence, it shall be entitled to cast the 
votes of its member States and shall cast 
them collectively. In such cases, the mem
ber States of such an intergovernmental or
ganization shall not be entitled to exercise 
their individual voting rights. 

(5) The provisi ons of paragraph (1) of 
Article 15 shall not apply to such an in
tergovernmental organization but it may 
participate in the discussions of the Execu
tive Board on matters within its competence. 
In the case of a vote on matters within 
its competence and notwithstanding the 
provisions of paragraph (1) of Article 18 
the votes which its member States are en
titled to cast in the Executive Board shall 
be cast collectively by any one of those mem
... er States. 
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ARTICLE 4 

Separate Membership in Respect of Depend
ent Territories 

Any Contracting Party which is a net im
porter of coffee may, at any time, by appro
priate notification in accordance with para
graph (2) of Article 65, declare that it is 
participating in the Organization separately 
with respect to any of its dependent terri
tories which are net exporters of coffee and 
which it designates. In such case, the metro
politan territory and its non-designated de
pendent territories will have a single Mem
bership, and its designated dependent 
territories, either individually or collectively 
as the notification indicates, will have sepa
rate Membership. 

ARTICLE 5 

(Modified) 
Group Membership Upon Joining the 

Organization 
( 1) Two or more Contracting Parties which 

are net exporters of coffee may, by appro
priate notification to the Secretary-General 
of the United Nations at the time of deposit 
of their respective instruments of (. . .) 
acceptance or accession and to the Council, 
declare that they are joining the Organiza
tion as a Member group. A dep~ndent wr:-i
tory of which the Agreement has been ex
tended under paragraph ( 1) of Article 65 
may constitute part of such a Member group 
if the Government of the State responsible 
for its inwrnational relations has given ap
propriate notification thereof und~r para
graph (2) of Article 65. Such Contracting 
Parties and dependent territories must satisfy 
the following conditions: 

(a) they shall declare their willingness to 
accept responsib111ty for group obligations in 
an individual as well as a group capacity; 

(b) they shall subsequently provide suffi
cient evidence to the Council that the group 
has the organization necessary to implement 
a common coffee policy, and that they have 
the means of complying, together with the 
other parties to the group, with their obli
gations under the Agreement; and 

(c) they shall subsequently provide evi
dence to the Council either: 

(i) that they have been recognized as a 
group in a previous international coffee 
agreement; or 

(ii) that they have: 
(a) a common or co-ordinated commercial 

and economic policy in relation to coffee; 
and 

(b) a co-ordinated monetary and financial 
policy, as well as the organs necessary for 
implementing such a policy, so that the 
Council is satisfied that the Member group 
can comply with the spirit of group mem
bership and the group obligations involved. 

(2) The Member group shall constitute a 
single Member of the Organization, except 
that each party to the group shall be treated 
as if it were a single Member as regards all 
matters arising under the followi ng provi
sions: 

(a) (Deleted.] 
(b) Articles 10, 11 and 19 of Chapter IV; 

and 
(c) Article 68 of Chapter XX. 
(3) The Contracting Parties and depend

ent territories joining as a Member group 
shall specify the Government or organiza
tion which will represent them in the Coun
cil as regards all matters arising under the 
Agreement other than those specified in 
paragraph (2) of this Article. 

(4) The Member group's voting rights 
shall be as follows: 

(a) the Member group shall have the 
same number of basic votes as a single 
Member country joining the Organization in 
an individual capacity. These basic votes 
shall be attributed to and exercised by the 
Government or organization representing the 
group; 

(b) in the event of a vote on any matters 
arising under provisions specified in para
graph (2) of this Article, the parties to the 
Member group may exercise separately the 
votes attributed to them by the provisions 
of paragraph (3) of Article 12. as if each 
were an individual Member of the Organiza
tion, except for the basic votes, which shall 
remain attributable only to the Government 
or organization representing the group. 

(5) Any Contracting Party or dependent 
territory which is a party to a Member group 
may, by notification to the Council, with
draw from that group and become a sepa
rate Member. Such withdrawal shall take 
effect upon receipt of the notification by the 
Council. In case of such withdrawal from a 
group, or in case a party to a group ceases, 
by withdrawal from the Organization or 
otherwise, to be such a party, the remaining 
parties to the group may apply to the Coun
cil to maintain the group, and the group 
shall continue to exist unless the Council 
disapproves the application. If the Member 
group is dissolved, each former party to the 
group wlll become a separate Member. A 
Member which has ceased to be a party to 
a group may not, as long as the Agreement 
remains in force, again become a party to a 
group. 

ARTICLE 6 

Subsequent Group Membership 
Two or more exporting Members may, at 

any time after the Agreement has entered 
into force With respect to them, apply to the 
Council to form a Member group. The Coun
cil shall approve the application if it finds 
that the Members have made a declaration, 
and have provided evidence, satisfying the 
requirements of p9.ragraph (1) of Article 5. 
Upon such approval, the Member group 
shall be subject to the provisions of para
graphs (2), (3), (4) and (5) of that Article. 

CHAPTER IV- ORGANIZATION AND 

ADMINISTRATION 

ARTICLE 7 

Seat and Structure of the International 
Coffee Organization 

{1) The International Coffee Organiza
tion established under the 1962 Agree
ment shall continue in being to administer 
the provisions and supervise the operation 
of the Agreement. 

(2) The seat of the Organization shall be 
in London unless the Council by a dis
tributed two-thirds majority vow decides 
otherwise. 

(3) The Organization shall function 
through the International Coffee Council, 
its Executiv~ Board, its Executive Director 
and its staff. 

ARTICLE 8 

Composition of the International 
Coffee Council 

(1) The highest authority of the Orga
nization shall be the International Coffee 
Council, which shall consist of all the Mem
bers of the Organization. 

(2) Each Member shall be represented on 
the Council by a representative and one or 
more alternates. A Member may also desig
nate one or more advisers to accompany its 
representative or alternates. 

ARTICLE 9 

Powers and Functions of the Council 
( 1) All powers specifically conferred by 

the Agreement shall be vested in the Coun
cil, which shall have the powers and per
form the functions necessary to carry out 
the provisions of the Agreement. 

(2) The Council shall, by a dtstrtbuted 
two-thirds majority vote, establish such 
rules and regulations, including its own rules 
of procedure and the financial and staff reg
ulations of the Organization, as are neces
sary to carry out the provisions of the Agree
ment and are consistent therewith. The 
Council may, in its rules of procedure, pro-

vide a procedure whereby it may, without 
meeting, decide specific questions. 

{3) The Council shall also keep such rec
ords as are required to perform its functions 
under the Agreement and such other records 
as it considers desirable. The Council shall 
publish an annual report. 

ARTICLE 10 

Election of the Chairman and Vice-Chair
man of the Council 

(1) The Council shall elect, for each cof
fee year, a Chairman and a first, a second 
and a third Vice-Chai.rman. 

( 2) As a general rule, the Chairman and 
the first Vice Chairman shall both be elected 
either from among the representatives of 
exporting Members, or from among the rep
resentatives of importing Members, and the 
second and the third Vice-Chairman shall 
be elecred from representatives of the other 
category of Members. These offices shall 
alternate each coffee year between the two 
categories of Members. 

(3) Neither the Chairman nor any Vice
Chairman acting as Chairman shall have the 
right to vote. His alternate will in such case 
exercise the Member's voting rights. 

ARTICLE 11 

Sessions of the Council 
As a general rule, the Council shall hold 

regular sessions twice a year. It may hold 
special sessions if it so decides. Special ses
sions shall also be held when either the 
Executive Board, or any five Members, or 
a Member or Members having at least 200 
votes so request. Notice of sessions shall be 
given at least thirty days Jn advance, ex
cept in cases of emergency. Sessions shall be 
held at the seat of the Organization, unless 
the Council decides otherwise. 

ARTICLE 12 

(Modified) 
Votes 

( 1) The exporting Memlbers shall together 
hold 1,000 votes and the importing Mem
bers shall together hold 1,000 votes, dis
tributed within each category of Members-
that is, exporting and importing Members, 
respectively-as provided in the following 
paragraphs of this Article. 

(2) Each Memoor shall have five basic 
votes, provided that the total number of 
basic votes within each category of Members 
does not exceed 150. Should there be more 
than thirty exporting Members or more than 
thirty importing Members, the number of 
basic vows for each Member within that cat
egory of Members shall be adjusted so as to 
keep the number of basic votes for each cate
gory of Members within the maximum of 150. 

(3) The remaining votes of exporting 
Members shall be as set out in Annex D. 

( 4) The remaining votes of importing 
Memoors shall be divided among those Mem
bers in proportion to the average volume of 
their respective coffee imports in the pre
ceding three-year period. 

(5) The distribution of votes shall be de
rermined by the Council at the beginning of 
each coffee year and shall remain in effect 
during that year, except as provided in para
graph (6) of this Article. 

(6) The Council shall provide for the re
distribution of votes in accordance with this 
Article whenever there is a change in the 
Membership of the Organization, or if the 
voting rights of a Member are suspended or 
regained under the provisions of Article 25 
(-). 

(7) No Member shall hold more than 400 
votes. 

(8) There shall be no fractional votes. 
ARTICLE 13 

Voting Procedure of the Council 
(1) Each representative shall be entitled 

to cast the number of votes held by the 
Member represented by him, and cannot di
vide its votes. He may, however, cast differ-
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ently any votes which he exercises pursuant 
to paragraph (2) of this Article. 

(2) Any exporting Member may authorize 
any other exporting Member, and any im
porting Member may authorize any other im
porting Member, to represent its interests 
and to exercise its right to vote at any meet
ing or meetings of the Council. The limita
tion provided for in paragraph (7) of Article 
12 shall not not apply in this case. 

ARTICLE 14 

Decisions of the Council 
( 1) All decisions of the Council shall be 

taken, and all recommendations shall be 
made, by a distributed simple majority vote 
unless otherwise provided in the Agreement. 

(2) The following procedure shall apply 
with respect to any action by the Council 
which under the Agreement requires a dis
tributed two-thirds majority vote: 

(a) 1t a distributed two-thirds majority 
vote is not obtained because of the negative 
vote of three or less exporting or three or 
less importing Members, the proposal shall, 
if the Council so decides by a majority of the 
Members present and by a distributed simple 
majority vote, be put to a vote again within 
48 hours; 

(b) if a distributed two-thirds majority 
vote is again not obtained because of the 
negative vote of two or less importing or 
two or less exporting Members, the proposal 
sha.ll, if the Council so decides by a majority 
of the Members present and by a distributed 
simple majority vote, be put to a vote again 
within 24 hours; 

(c) if a distributed two-thirds majority 
vote is not obtained in the third vote because 
of the negative vote of one exporting Mem
ber or one importing Member, the proposal 
shall be considered adopted; 

(d) if the Council fails to put a proposal 
to a further vute, it shall be considered 
rejected. 

(3) The Members undertake to accept as 
binding all decisions of the Council under 
the provisions of the Agreement. 

ARTICLE 15 

Composition of the Board 
(1) The Executive Board shall consist of 

eight exporting Members and eight importing 
Members, elected for each coffee year in ac
cordance with Article 16. Members may be 
re-elected. 

(2) Each member of the Board shall ap
point one representative and one or more 
alternates. 

( 3) The Chairman of the Board shall be 
appointed by the Council for each coffee year 
and may be re-appointed. He shall not have 
the right to vote. If a representative is ap
pointed Chairman, his alternate w111 have 
the right to vote in his place. 

(4) The Board shall normally meet at the 
seat of the Organization, but may meet 
elsewhere. 

ARTICLE 16 

Election of the Board 
( 1) The exporting and the importing Mem

bers on the Board shall be elected in the 
Council by the exporting and the importing 
Members of the Organization respectively. 
The election within each category shall be 
held in accordance with the following para
graphs of this Article. 

(2) Each Member shall cast all the votes 
to which it is entitled under Article 12 for 
a single candidate. A Member may cast for 
another candidate any votes which it ex
ercises pursuant to paragraph (2) of Article 
13. 

(3) The eight candidates receiving the larg
est number of votes shall be elected; however, 
no candidate shall be elected on the first bal
lot unless it receives at least 75 votes. 

(4) If under the provisions of paragraph 
(3) of this Article less than eight candidates 
are elected on the first ballot, further bal
lots shall be held in which only Members 
which did not vote !for any of the candidates 

elected shall have the right to vote. In each 
further ballot, the minimum number of 
votes required for election shall be succes
sively diminished by five until eight candi
dates are elected. 

( 5) Any Member which did not vote for any 
of the Members elected shall assign its votes 
to one of them, subject to paragraphs (6) 
and (7) of this Article. 

(6) A Member shall be deemed to have re
ceived the number of votes originally cast 
for it when it was elected and, in addition, 
the number of votes assigned to it, provided 
that the total number of votes shall not ex
ceed 499 for any Member elected. 

(7) If the votes deemed received by an 
elected Member would otherwise exceed 499, 
Members which voted for or assigned their 
votes to such elected Member shall arrange 
among themselves for one or more of them 
to withdraw their votes from that Member 
and assign or reassign them to another 
elected Member so that the votes rer..eived by 
each elected Member shall not exceed the 
limit of 499. 

ARTICLE 17 

(Modified) 
Competence of the Board 

( 1) The Board shall be responsible to and 
work under the general direction of the 
Council. 

(2) The Council by a distributed simple 
majority vote may delegate to the Board the 
exercise of any or all of its powers, other 
than the following: 

(a) approval of the administrative budget 
and assessment of contributions under Ar
ticle 24; 

(b) (c) (d) (e) [All deleted.] 
(/) waiver of the obligations of a Member 

under Article 57; 
(g) (Deleted.). 
(h) establishment of conditions for ac

cession under Article 63; 
(i) a decision to require the withdrawal 

of a Member under Article 67; 
(1) ( * * *) termin8Jtion of the Agree

ment under Article 69; and 
(k) recommendation of amendments to 

Members under Article 70. 
(3) The Council by a distributed simple 

majority vote may at any time revoke any 
delegation of powers to the Board. 

ARTICLE 18 

Voting Procedure of the Board 
( 1) Each member of the Board shall be 

entitled to cast the number of votes received 
by it under the provisions of paragraphs (6) 
and (7) of Article 16. Voting by proxy shall 
not be allowed. A member may not split its 
votes. 

(2) An.y action taken by the Board shall 
require the same majority as such action 
would require if taken by the Council. 

ARTICLE 19 

Quorum for the Council and the Board 
(1) The Council shall appoint the Execu

tive Director on the recommendation of the 
of the Members representing a distributed 
two-thirds majority of the total votes. If 
there is no quorum on the day appointed 
for the opening of any Council session, or if 
in the course of any Council session there 
is no quorum at three successive meetings, 
the Council shall be convened seven days 
later; at that time and throughout the re
mainder of that session the quorum shall be 
the presence of a majority of the Members 
representing a distributed simple majority 
of the votes. Representation in accordance 
with paragraph (2) of Article 13 shall be 
considered as presence. 

(2) The quorum for any meeting of the 
Board shall be the presence of a majority of 
the members representing a distributed 
two-thirds majority of the total votes. 

ARTICLE 20 

The Executive Director and the Staff 
( 1) The quorum for any meeting of the 

Council shall be the presence of a majority 

Board. The terms of appointment of the 
Executive Director shall be established by 
the Council and shall be comparable to those 
applying to corresponding officials of similar 
inter-governmental organizations. 

(2) The Executive Director shall be the 
chief administrative officer of the Organiza
tion and shall be responsible for the perform
ance of any duties devolving upon him in 
the administration of the Agreement. 

(3) The Executive Director shall appoint 
the staff in accordance with regulations es
tablished by the Council. 

(4) Neither the Executive Director nor any 
member of the staff shall have any financial 
interest in the coffee industry, coffee trade, 
or coffee transportation. 

(5) In the performance of their duties. 
the Executive Director and the staff shall not 
seek or receive instructions from any Mem
ber or from any other authority external to 
the Organization. They shall refrain from 
any action which might reflect on their posi
tion as international officials responsible only 
to the Organization. Each Member under
takes to respect the exclusively international 
character of the responsibilities of the Ex
ecutive Director and the staff and not to 
seek to influence them in the discharge of 
their responsibilities. 

ARTICLE 21 

Co-operation With Other Organizations 
The Council may make whatever arrange

ments are desirable for consultation and co
operation with the United Nations and its 
specialized agencies and with other appro
priate inter-governmental organizations. 
The Council may invite these organizations 
and any organizations concerned with coffee 
to send observers to its meetings. 

CHAPTER V-PRIVILEGES AND IMMUNITIES 

ARTICLE 22 

Privileges and Immunities 
(1) The Organization shall have legal per

sonality. It shall in particular have the ca
pacity to contract, acquire and dispose of 
movable and immovable property and to 
institute legal proceedings. 

(2) The Government of the country in 
which the headquarters of the Organization 
is situated (hereinafter referred to as "the 
host Government") shall conclude with the 
Organization as soon as possible an agree
ment to be approved by the Council relat
ing to the status, privileges and immunities 
of the Organization, of its Executive Direc
tor and its staff and of representatives of 
Members while in the territory of the host 
Government for the purpose of exercising 
their functions. 

(3) The agreement envisaged in paragraph 
(2) of this Article shall be independent of 
the present Agreement and shall prescribe 
the conditions for its termination. 

(4) Unless any other taxation arrange
ments are implemented under the agree
ment envisaged in paragraph (2) of this Ar
ticle the host Government: 

(a) shall grant exemption from taxation 
on the remuneration paid by the Organiza
tion to its employees, except that such ex
emption need not apply to nationals of that 
country, and 

(b) shall grant exemption from taxation 
on the assets, income and other property of 
the Organization. 

( 5) Following the approval of the agree
ment envisaged in paragraph (2) of this Ar
ticle, the Organization may conclude with 
one or more other Members agreements to be 
approved by the Council relating to such 
privileges and immunities as may be neces
sary for the proper functioning of the Inter
national Coffee Agreement. 

CHAPTER VI-FINANCE 

ARTICLE 23 

Finance 
( 1) The expenses of delegations to the 

Council, representatives on the Board, and 
representatives on any of the committees of 
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the Council or the Board will be met by 
their respective Governments. 

(2) The other expenses necessary for the 
administration of the Agreement shall be met 
by annual contributions from the Members 
assessed in accordance with Article 24. How
ever, the Council may levy fees for specific 
services. 

(3) The financial year of the Organization 
shall be the same as the coffee year. 

ARTICLE 24 

Determination of the Budget and Assessment 
of Contri butions 

( 1 ) During the second half of each finan
cial year the Council shall approve the ad
ministrative budget of the Organization for 
the following financial year and shall assess 
the contribution of each Member to that 
budget: 

(2 ) The contribution of eacn Member to 
the budget for each financial year shall be 
in the proportion which the number of its 
votes at the time the budget for that finan
cial year is approved bears to the total votes 
of all the Members. However, if there is 
any change in the distribution of votes 
among Members in accordance with !:.he pro
visions of paragraph (5) of Article 12 P..t the 
beginning of the financial year for which 
contributions are assessed, sucn contribu
tions shall be correspondingly adjusted for 
that year. In determining contributions, the 
votes of each Member shall be calculated 
without regard to the suspension o1 any 
Member's voting rights or any redistribution 
of votes resulting therefrom. 

(3) The initial contribution of any Mem
ber joining the Organization after the entry 
into force of the Agreement shall be 1:\SSessed 
by the council on the basis of the number 
of votes to be held by it and the period 
remaining in the current financial year, but 
the assessments made upon other Members 
for the current financial year shall not be 
altered. 

ARTICLE 25 

(Modified) 
Payment of Contributions 

( 1) Contributions to the administrative 
budget for each financial year shall be pay
able in freely convertible currency, and shall 
become due on the first day of that financial 
year. 

(2) If any Member fails to pay its full con
tribution to the administrative budget with
in six months of the date on which the con
tribution is due, both its voting rights in the 
Council and its right to have its votes cast 
in the Board shall be suspended until cuch 
contribution has been paid. However, unless 
the Council by a distributed two-thirds 
majority vote so decides, such Member shall 
not be deprived of any of its other rights 
nor relieved of any of its obligations under 
the Agreement. 

(3) Any Member whose voting rights have 
been suspended under paragraph (2) of t4is 
Article ( • • •) shall nevertheless remain 
responsible for the payment of its contribu
tion. 

ARTICLE 26 

Audit and Publications of Accounts 
As soon as possible after the close of each 

financial year an independent audited state
ment of the Organization's receipts and ex
penditures during that financial year shall be 
presented to the Council for approval and 
publication. 

CHAPTER VII-REGULATION OF EXPORTS 

ARTICLE 27 

General Undertakings by Members 
[Deleted.] 

ARTICLE 28 

Basic Export Quotas 
[Deleted.] 

ARTICLE 29 

Basic Export Quota of a Member Group 
[Deleted.] 

ARTICLE 30 

Fixing of Annual Export Quotas 
[Deleted.] 

ARTICLE 31 

Additional Provisions Concerning Basic and 
Annual Export Quotas 

[Deleted.] 
ARTICLE 32 

Fixing of Quarterly Export Quotas 
[Deleted.] 

ARTICLE 33 

Adjustment of Annual Export Quotas 
[Deleted.] 

ARTICLE 34 

Notification of Shortfalls 
[Deleted.] 

ARTICLE 35 

Adjustment of Quarterly Export Quotas 
[Deleted.] 

ARTICLE 36 

Procedure for Adjusting Export Quotas 
[Deleted.] 

ARTICLE 37 

Additional Provisions for Adjusting Export 
Quotas 

[Deleted.] 
ARTICLE 38 

Compliance with Export Quotas 
[Deleted.] 

ARTICLE 39 

Shipments of Coffee from Dependent 
Territories 

[Deleted.] 
ARTICLE 40 

Exports not Charged to Quotas 
[Deleted.] 

ARTICLE 41 

Regional and Inter-regional Price 
Arrangements 

[Deleted.] 
ARTICLE 42 

Survey of Market Trends 
[Deleted.] 

CHAPTER VIIT-cERTIFICATES OF ORIGIN AND 

RE-EXPORT 

ARTICLE 43 

Certificates of Origin and Re-export 
[Deleted.] 

CHAPTER IX-PROCESSED COFFEE 

ARTICLE 44 

Measures relating to Processed Coffee 
[Deleted.] 

CHAPTER X-REGULATION OF IMPORTS 

ARTICLE 45 

Regulation of Imports 
[Deleted.] 

CHAPTER XI-INCREASE OF CONSUMPTION 

ARTICLE 46 

Promotion 
[Deleted.] 

ARTICLE 47 

Removal of Obstacles to Consumption 
[Deleted.] 
CHAPTER XU-PRODUCTION POLICY AND 

CONTROLS 

ARTICLE 48 

Production Policy and Controls 
[Deleted.] 
CHAPTER XIII-REGULATION OF STOCKS 

ARTICLE 49 

Policy Relative to Coffee Stocks 
(Deleted.] 

CHAPTER XIV-MISCELLANEOUS OBLIGATIONS 
OF MEMBERS 

ARTICLE 50 

Consultation and Co-operation with the 
Trade 

[Deleted.] 

[Deleted.] 

ARTICLE 51 

Barter 

ARTICLE 52 

Mixtures and Substitutes 
( 1) Members shall not maintain any reg

ulations requiring the mixing, processing or 
using of other products with coffee for com
mercial resale as coffee. Members shall en
deavour to prohibit the sale and advertise
ment of products under the name of coffee 
if such products contain less than the equiv
alent of 90 percent of green coffee as the 
basic raw material. 

(2) The Executive Director shall submit 
to the Council an annual report on compli
ance with the provisions of this Article. 

(3) The Council may recommend to any 
Member that it take the necessary steps to 
ensure observance of the provisions of this 
Article. 

CHAPTER XV--8EASONAL FINANCING 

ARTICLE 53 

Seasonal Financing 
[Deleted.] 

CHAPTER XVI-DIVERSIFICATION FuND 

ARTICLE 54 

Diversification Fund 
[Deleted.] 

CHAPTER XVII-INFORMATION AND STUDIES 

ARTICLE 55 

(Modified) 
Information 

( 1) The Organization shall act as a centre · 
for the collection, exchange and publication 
of: 

(a) statistical information on world pro
duction, production trends, prices, exports 
and imports, distribution and consumption 
of coffee; and 

(b) insofar as is considered appropriate, 
technical information on the cultivation, 
processing and utilization of coffee. 

(2) The Council may require Members to 
furnish such information as it considers 
necessary for its operations including regu
lar statistical reports on coffee production, 
production trends, exports and imports, dis
tribution, consumption, stocks and taxation, 
but no information shall be published which 
might serve to identify the operations of per
sons or companies producing, processing or 
marketing coffee. The Members shall furnish 
information requested in as detailed and ac
curate a manner as is practicable. 

(3) If a Member fails to supply, or finds 
difficulty in supplying, Within a reasonable 
time, statistical and other information rt-
quired by the Council for the proper func
tioning of the Organization, the Council may 
require the Member concerned to explain the 
reasons for non-compliance. If it is found 
that technical assistance is needed in the 
matter, the Council may take any necessary 
measures. 

ARTICLE 56 

Studies 
( 1) The Council may promote studies in 

the fields of the economics of coffee produc
tion and distribution, the impact of govern
mental measures in producing and consum
ing countries on the production and con
sumption of coffee, the opportunities for ex
pansion of coffee consumption for traditional 
and possible new uses, and the effects of the 
operation of the Agreement on producers and 
consumers of coffee, including their terms of 
trade. 

(2) The Organization may study the prac
ticability of establishing minimum stand
ards for exports of coffee from producing 
Members. Recommendations in this regard 
may be discussed by the Council. 
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CHAPTER XVIII-WAIVER 
ARTICLE 57 

(Modified) 
Waiver 

(1) The Council by a distributed two-thirds 
majority vote may relieve a Member of an 
obligation, on account of exceptional or emer
gency circUIIlStances, force majeure, consti
tutional obligations, or international obliga
tions under the United Nations Charter for 
territories administered under the trustee
ship system. 

(2) The Council, in granting a waiver to 
a Member, shall state explicitly the terms and 
conditions on which and the period for which 
the Member is relieved of such obligation. 

(3) [Deleted.] 
CHAPTER XIX-CONSULTATIONS, DISPUTES AND 

COMPLAINTS 

ARTICLE 58 

(Modifl.ed) 
Consultations 

Each Member shall accord sympwthetic 
consideration to, and shall afford adequate 
opportunity for, consultation regarding such 
representations as may be made by another 
Member with respect to any m81tter relating 
to the Agreement. In the course of such con
sultation, on request by either party and 
with the consent of the other, the Executive 
Director shall establish an independent panel 
which shall use its good offices with a view 
to conciliating the parties. The costs of the 
panel shall not be chargeable to the Organi
zation. If a party does not agree to the estab
lishment of a panel by the Executive Director, 
or if the consultaJtion does not lead to a so
lution, the matter may be referred to the 
Council ( • • •). If the consultation does 
lead to a solution, it shall be reported to the 
Executive Director who shall distribute the 
report to all Members. 

ARTICLE 59 

Disputes and Complaints 
[Deleted.) 

CHAPTER XX-FINAL PRoVISIONS 

ARTICLE 60 

[Deleted.] 

[Deleted.] 

[Deleted.] 

Signature 

ARTICLE 61 

Ratification 

ARTICLE 62 

Entry into Force 

ARTICLE 63 

(Modified) 
Accession 

(1) The Government of any State Member 
of the United Nations or of any of its spe
cialized agencies may accede to this Agree
ment upon conditions that shall be estab
lished by the Council. ( • • •) . 

(2) Each Government depositing an in
strument of accession shall, at the time of 
such deposit, indicate whether it is joining 
the Organization as an exporting Member or 
an importing Member, as defined in para
graphs (7) and (8) o! Article 2. 

ARTICLE 64 

Reservations 
Reservations may not be made w1Jth respect 

to any of the provisions of the Agreement. 
ARTICLE 65 

(Modified) 
Notifications in Respect of Dependent 

Territories 
(1) Any Government may, at the time o! 

(* • •) deposit of an instrument of (* • *) 
acceptance or accession, or at any time there-

after, by notification to the Secretary-Gen
eral of the United Nations, declare that the 
extended Agreement shall apply to any of the 
territories for the international relations of 
which it is responsible and the extended 
Agreement shall apply to the territories 
named therein from the date of such 
notification. 

(2) Any Contracting Party which desires 
to exercise its rights under Article 4 in re
spect of any of its dependent territories, or 
which desires to authorize one of its depend
ent territories to become part of a Member 
Group formed under Article 5 or 6, may do 
so by making a notification to that effect to 
the Secretary-General of the United Nations, 
either at the time of deposit of its instru
ment of ( • • *) acceptance or accession, or 
at any later time. 

(3) Any Contracting Party which has 
made a declaration under paragraph ( 1) of 
this Article may at any time thereafter, by 
not.iflcation to the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations, declare that the Agreement 
shall cease to extend to the territory named 
in the notification and the Agreement shall 
cease to extend to such terri tory from the 
date of such notification. 

( 4) The Government of a territory to 
which the Agreement has been extended un
der paragraph ( 1) of this Article and which 
has subsequently become independent may, 
within 90 days after the attainment of in
dependence, declare by notification to the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations that 
it has assumed the rights and obligations of 
a Contracting Party to the Agreement. It 
shall, as from the date of such notification, 
become a party to the Agreement. 

ARTICLE 66 

Voluntary Withdrawal 
Any Contracting Party may withdraw from 

the Agreement at any time by giving a writ
ten notice of withdrawal to the Secretary
General of the United Nations. Withdrawal 
shall become effective 90 days after the no
tice is received. 

ARTICLE 67 

Compulsory Withdrawal 
If the Oouncil determines that any Mem

ber has failed to carry out its obligations 
under the Agreement and that such failure 
significantly impairs the operations of the 
Agreement, it may by a distributed two
thirds majority vote require the withdrawal 
of such Member from the Organization. The 
Council shall immediately notify the Sec
retary-General of the United Nations of any 
such decision. Ninety days after the date of 
the Council's decision that Member shall 
cease to be a Member of the Organization 
and, if such Member is a Contracting Party, 
a party to the Agreement. 

ARTICLE 68 

Settlement of Accounts With Withdrawing 
Members 

( 1) The Council shall determine any set
tlement of accounts with a withdrawing 
Member. The Organization shall retain any 
amounts already paid by a withdrawing 
Member and such Member shall remain 
bound to pay any acounts due from it to the 
Organization at the time the withdrawal 
becomes effective; provided, however, that in 
the case of a Contracting Party which is un
able to accept an amendment and conse
quently either withdraws or ceases to par
ticipate in the Agreement under the provi
sions of paragraph (2) of Article 70, the 
Council may determine any settlement of 
accounts which it finds equitable. 

(2) A member which has withdrawn or 
which has ceased to participate in the Agree
ment shall not be entitled to any share of 
the proceeds of liquidation or the other as
sets of the Organization upon termination 
of the Agreement under Article 69. 

ARTICLE 69 

(Modified) 2 

Duration and Termination 
Negotiation of a New Agreement 

(1) The extended Agreement, subject to 
the provisions of paragraph (2), shall remain 
in force until 30 September 1975 or until a 
new Agreement has entered into force, which
ever is the earlier. 

(2) The Council may at any time, by vote 
of a majority of the Members having not less 
than a distributed two-thirds majority of 
the total votes, decide to terminate the 
Agreement. Such termination shall take ef
fect on such date as the Council shall decide. 

(3) Notwithstanding termination of the 
Agreement, the Council shall remain in be
ing for as long as necessary to carry out the 
liquidation of the Organization, settlement 
of its accounts and disposal of its assets 
and shall have during that period such pow
ers and functions as may be necessary for 
those purposes. 

(4) The Council may, by a vote of 58 per
cent by the Members having not less than 
a distributed majority of 70 percent of the 
total votes, negotiate a new Agreement for 
such period as the Council shall determine. 

ARTICLE 70 

Amendment 
(1) The Council by a distributed two

thirds majority vote may recommend an 
amendment of the Agreement to the Con
tracting Parties. The amendment shall be
come effective 100 days after the Secretary
General of the United Nations has received 
notifications of acceptance from Contracting 
Parties representing at least 75 percent of 
the exporting countries holding at least 85 
percent of the votes of the exporting Mem
bers, and from Contracting Parties represent
ing at least 75 percent of the importing 
countries holding at least 80 percent of the 
votes of the importing Members. The Coun
cil may fix a time within which each Con
tracting Party shall notify the Secretary
General of the United Nations of its ac
ceptance of the amendment and if the 
amendment has not become effective by such 
time, it shall be considered withdrawn. The 
Council shall provide the Secretary-General 
with the information necessary to determine 
whether the amendment has become effective. 

(2) Any Contracting Party, or any de
pendent territory which is either a Member 
or a party to a Member group, on behalf of 
which notiflcation o! acceptance of an 
amendment has not been made by the date 
on which such amendment becomes effective, 
shall as of that date cease to participate in 
the Agreement. 

ARTICLE 71 

(Modifled) 
Notifications by the Secretary-General 

· The Secretary-General cf the Unl'ted Na
tions shall notify all Contracting Parties to 
the International Coffee Agreement 1968 and 
all other Governments of States Members 
of the United Nations or of any of its spe
cialized agencies, of each deposit of an in
strument of ( • • •) acceptance or acces
sion ( • • •) . The Secretary-General of the 
United Nations shall also notify all Con
tracting Parties of each notiflcation under 
Articles 5 (• • *), 65, 66 or 67; of the 
date ( • • •) on which the Agreement is tar
minted under Article 69; and of the date on 
which an amendment becomes effective un
der Article 70. 

2 Paragraph 2 of this Article corresponds to 
paragraph 3 of Article 69 of the 1968 Agree
ment and paragraph 3 of this Article corre
sponds to paragraph 4 o! Article 69 o! the 
1968 Agreement. 
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ARTICLE 72 

(Modified) 
Supplementary and Transitional Provisions 

(1) The present Agreement shall be con
sidered as a continuation of the Interna
tional Coffee Agreement 1962. 

(2) In order to facilitate the uninterrupted 
continuation of the Agreement: 

(a) All acts by or on behalf of the Organi
zation or any of its organs ( • • •) in effect 
on 30 September 197 3 and the terms of which 
do not provide for expiry on that date, shall 
remain in effect unless they have been 
changed under the provisions of the present 
Agreement. Except as provided in sub-para
graphs (b) and (c) hereof all acts based on 
the deleted Articles of the International Cof
fee Agreement 1968 are ex-pressly revoked 
with effect from 1 October 1973. 

(b) After 30 September 1973 the Diversi
fication Fund shall remain in being for as 
Zong as is necessary to carry out its liquida
tion, the settlement of its accounts and the 
disposal of its assets. During that period 
the Council may adopt such amendments to 
the Statutes as it deems necessary for those 
purposes. 

(c) After 30 September 1973 the World 
Coffee Promotion Committee shall remain 
in being for as long as is necessary to carry 
out the liquidation of the Promotion Fund, 
the settlement of its accounts and the dis
posal of its assets. 

(d) All decisions ( • • • ) taken by the 
Council during the coffee year 1972/73 for 
application in coffee year 1973/74 shall 
( • • * ) apply on a provisional basis as if the 
extension of the Agreement had become 
effective. 

(* • *) 
The texts of this Agreement in the English, 

French, Portuguese ( • • •) and Spanish lan
guages shall all be equally authentic. The 
originals shall be deposited in the archives 
of the United Nations and the Secretary
General of the United Nations shall trans
mit certified copies thereof to each ( • * •) 
Contracting Party to the Agreement. 

AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA AND CANADA FOR 
PROMOTION OF SAFETY ON THE GREAT 
LAKES BY MEANS OF RADIO, 1973 

The Government of the United States of 
America and the Government of Canada, 

DEsmous of promoting safety of life and 
property on the Great Lakes of North Amer
ica by means of radio; 

BELIEVING that this purpose will be served 
by making provision in common agreement 
for the use of radiotelephone communica
tion for distress, safety and navigational pur
poses; 

CoNSIDERING that these objectives may best 
be achieved and maintained by the conclu
sion of an Agreement between the two Gov
ernments; 

Have agreed as follows: 
ARUCLE I 

Definitions 
For the purpose of this Agreement, un

less expressly provided otherwise : 
(a) "Approved" or "Approval" means, in 

relation to compliance with the terms of this 
Agreement by vessels of Canada and of the 
United States, approval by Canada and the 
United States, respectively, and in relation to 
vessels of other countries, approval by either 
Canada or the United States; 

(b) "Vessel" includes every description of 
watercraft or other artificial contrivance used 
or capable of being used as a means of trans
portation on or over the water, except air
craft; 

(c) "Towing" means the act of pulling or 
pushing or towing alongside a vessel or float
ing object; 

(d) "Great Lakes" means all waters of 
Lakes Ontario, Erie, Huron (including Geor
gian Bay), Michigan, Superior, their con-

necting and tributary waters and the River 
St. Lawrence as far east as the lower exit of 
the St. Lambert Lock at Montreal in the 
Province of Quebec, Canada, but shall not in
clude such of the connecting and tributary 
waters as may be specified in the Technical 
Regulations; 

(e) "Mile" means a statute mile of 5,280 
feet or 1,609 meters; 

(/) "International Radio Regulations" 
means the Radio Regulations in force an
nexed to the International Telecommunica
tion Convention, or any regulations which 
have been, or which from time to time in 
the future may be, substituted for such 
regulations; 

(g) "Technical Regulations" means the 
regulations in force referred to in paragraph 
2 of Article III of this Agreement; 

(h) "Distress, safety and calling fre
quency" means the radiotelephone fre
quency or frequencies designated for this 
purpose in the Technical Regulations; 

(i) "Radiotelephone alarm signal" means 
the automatic alarm signal prescribed by the 
International Radio Regulations for radio
telephony; 

(j) "Radiotelephone auto alarm" means a 
warning device which is capable of being 
actuated automatically by the radiotele
phone alarm signal, and which complies with 
the International Radio Regulations. 

ARTICLE II 
Purposes of the Agreement 

The purposes of the Agreement are: 
(a) To provide for cooperation between 

Canada and the United States in the field of 
governmental regulation and practices re
lating to fitting, usage and maintenance of 
radiocommunication equipment for safety 
purposes aboard specified classes of vessels 
of all nationalities operating on the Great 
Lakes of North America; 

(b) To provide the highest practicable 
standards in matters concerning use of radio
communication and associated equipment for 
maritime distress, safety and efficiency of 
navigation on the Great Lakes; 

(c) To provide uniformity of regulations 
on radio communications for safety purposes 
to ships of all nationalities operating on the 
Great Lakes. 

ARTICLE III 
General Provisions 

1. The Contracting Governments under
take to collaborate in encouraging the high
est practicable degree of uniformity in 
standards for radiocommunication and asso
ciated equipment, where such uniformity 
will facilitate and improve maritime safety 
and efficiency of navigation on the Great 
Lakes. 

2. The Technical Regulations annexed to 
this Agreement are an integral part thereof 
and every reference to this Agreement implies 
at the same time a reference to the Techni
cal Regulations unless the language or con
text of the reference clearly excludes the 
Technical Regulations. 

3. The Agreement shall apply to vessels of 
all countries as provided in Article V. 

4. Each Contracting Government agrees 
that any vessel which is not subject to this 
Agreement, and which is permitted by such 
Government to use any radio frequency des
ignated by this Agreement, shall be required, 
while on the Great Lakes, to use such radio 
frequency in the same manner as a vessel 
subject to this Agreement. 

5 . No provision of this Agreement shall pre
vent the use by a vessel or survival craft in 
distress of any means at its disposal to attract 
attention, make known its position, and ob
tain help. 

ARTICLE IV 
Notification to the Intergovernmental Mari

ti'me Consultative Organization (IMCO) 

1. The Contracting Governments agree to 
notify the Secretary-General of the IMCO as 

soon as possible of the entry into force of 
this Agreement and of any subsequent 
amendments. 

2. The Contracting Governments agree, 
also, to deposit with the Secretary-General 
of IMCO a true copy of the Technical Regu
lations annexed to this Agreement and any 
amendments to these Technical Regulations 
which may subsequently be agreed in ac
cordance with paragraph 2 of Article XVIII. 

ARTICLE V 
Applicability to Vessels 

A vessel to which this Agreement applies 
generally, as stated in paragraph 3 of Article 
III of this Agreement, and which falls into 
any of the following specific categories of 
paragraphs (a) , (b) or (c) , and not excepted 
by paragraphs (b) and (d), shall be subject 
to the requirements of this Agreement and 
the Technical Regulations while being navi
gated on the Great Lakes: 

(a) Every vessel 65 feet or over in length 
(measured from end to end over the deck 
exclusive of sheer), except that the Con
tracting Governm-ents, each with respect to 
its own vessels, may specify a smaller dimen
sion; 

(b) Every vessel engaged in towing an
other vessel or floating object, except: 

(i) where the maximum length of the 
towing vessel, measured from end to end 
over the deck exclusive of sheer, is less than 
twenty-six (26) feet and the length or 
breadth of the tow, exclusive of the towing 
line is less than sixty-five (65) feet; 

(ii) where the vessel towed complies with 
the requirements of this Agreement and the 
Technical Regulations annexed thereto; 

(iii) where the towing vessel and tow are 
located within a booming ground; or 

( iv) where the tow has been undertaken 
in an emergency and neither the towing 
vessel nor the tow can comply with this 
Agreement and the Technical Regulations 
annexed thereto; 

(c) Any vessel carrying more than six pas
sengers for hire; 

(d) A vessel shall not be subject to the 
requirements of this Agreement if·such ves
sel falls in any of the following specific 
ca tegorie3: 

(i) Ships of war and troop ships; 
(ii) Vessels owned and operated by any 

government and not engaged in trade. 
ARTICLE VI 

Coast Station Watch 
1. Subject to paragraph 2, each Contract

ing Government agrees to ensure that neces
sary arrangements are made for coast sta
tions to maintain a continuous watch on 
the distress, safety and calling frequency or 
frequencies. 

2. During the non-navigation season of 
the St. Lawrence Seaway system continuous 
watch need be maintained only by such 
shore stations as may be required for the 
service of shipping which continues to oper
ate in the open water areas. 

ARTICLE VII 
Ship Station Operators and Listening Watch 

1. There shall be on board, at least one 
operator whose qualifications for radiotele
phone operation for safety purposes on the 
Great Lakes have been certified by each of 
the Contracting Governments for citizens of 
its own country on vessels of that country 
or for persons on vessels of other countries, 
as meeting the qualifications set forth in the 
Technical Regulations. 

2. From among those certified operators, 
the master shall designate one or more who 
shall operate the radiotelephone station. The 
duties of the operators so designated need 
not be restriced to duties in connnection 
with the radiotelephone station but may in
clude any and all duties assigned them by 
the master. 

3. Ther0 shall be an effective continuous 
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listening watch on the distress, safety and 
calling frequency or frequencies required by 
the Technical Regulations by at least one 
person who has been designated by the mas
ter to perform such listening. The person 
so designated may simultaneously perform 
other duties relating to the operation or 
navigation of the vessel, provided that such 
other duties do not interfere with the effec
tiveness of the listening. 

4. Notwithstanding paragraph 3 of this 
Article, Contracting Governments may re
quire that the continuous listening watch 
shall be maintained on a frequency other 
than the distress, safety and calling fre
quencies while the vessel is within desig
nated national waters of a Contracting Gov
ernment where it assumes the distress watch 
for the vessel. 

5. Vessels may be permitted by each of 
the Contracting Governments, with respect 
to its own national waters, to suspend tem
porarily the continuous listening watch re
quired under paragraph 3 or paragraph 4 
of this Article, in order to engage in Mari
time Mobile communications on other 
frequencies. 

6. A vessel shall not be navigated unless 
the qualified radio operator required under 
paragraph 1 of this Article is on board. How
ever, if the vessel is deprived of the services 
of such operator while underway the mas
ter shall notify authorities of the Contract
ing Governments of this fact, and shall com
ply with such instructions as may be given 
by those authorities. In any event, the mas
ter shall obtain a satisfactory replacement 
operator at the earliest practicable moment. 

ARTICLE VIII 
Cases of Force Majeure 

A vessel which is not subject to the pro
visions of this Agreement shall not become 
subject thereto due to stress of weather or 
any other cause of force majeure. 

ARTICLE IX 

Exemptions 
1. Each Contracting Government, if it con

siders that the conditions of the voyage or 
voyages affecting safety (including .but not 
necessarily limited to the regulanty, fre
quency and nature of the voyages, or other 
circumstances ) are such as to render the full 
application of this Agreement unreasonable 
or unnecessary, may exempt partially, con
ditionally or completely any individual ves
sel for one or more voyages or for any period 
of time not exceeding one year from the date 
of exemption. Each Contracting Government 
shall promptly notify the other of each ex
emption that is granted and of the significant 
terxns thereof. 

2. Since the waters to which this Agree
ment applies are under the jurisdictio~ of 
Canada or the United States, the exemptiOns 
referred to in paragraph 1 of this Article 
may be granted only by each of the Con
tracting Governments, for vessels of its own 
country or for the vessels of other countries. 

ARTICLE X 

Radi otelephone Station 
1. Each vessel sh all, except as it may be 

exempted under Article IX, be fitted with a 
radiotelephone station in effective operating 
condition and approved as meeting the re
quirements set forth in the Technical Regu
lations. 

2. If the vessel 's radiotelephone station 
ceases to be in effective operating condition, 
the master shall forthwith exercise due dili
gence to restore the radiotelephone station 
to effect ive operating condition at the earli
est practicable moment. If the radiotelephone 
station becomes defective while underway, 
the master, if practicable to do so, shall 
notify authorities of the Contracting Gov
ernments of this fact, and shall comply with 
such instructions as may be given by those 
authorities. 

ARTICLE XI 
Vessel Records 

Each vessel shall, except as it may be ex
empted under Article IX, maintain such 
records of the use of the radiotelephone sta
tion for safety purposes as may be required 
by the Technical Regulations. 

ARTICLE XII 
Annual Inspections and Surveys 

1. So far as concerns the enforcement of 
this Agreement, the radio-telephone stations 
of all vessels subject to the provisions of this 
Agreement and the Technical Regulations 
shall be subject to inspection from time to 
time. In addition, vessels subject to the pro
visions of this Agreement and to the Techni
cal Regulations of the two countries con
cerned shall be subject to a periodic survey 
of the radiotelephone station not less than 
once every thirteen months. This survey ~hall 
be made while the vessel is in active service 
or within not more than one month before 
the date on which it is placed in such service. 

2. The inspection and survey of radiotele
phone stations shall be carried out by the 
officers of the Contracting Governments for 
their respective vessels. With respect to any 
vessel which belongs to any other country, 
such inspection shall be carried out by offi
cers of the Contracting Governments within 
whose jurisdiction such vessel first enters, 
and thereafter by the Contracting Govern
ment having jurisdiction as determined by 
the location of the vessel at least once each 
thirteen months or at the time of any inspec
tion deemed necessary by such Gover-nment. 

3 . Each Contracting Government may en
trust the inspection and survey of the radio
telephone stations either to surveyors nomi
nated for this purpose or to organizations 
recognized by it. In every case the Contract
ing Government concerned fully guarantees 
the completeness and efficiency of the in
spection and survey. 

ARTICLE XIII 
Certification and Privileges 

1. If, after appropriate inspection or survey 
made in accordance with Article XII, the 
Contracting Government responsible for the 
inspection or survey is satisfied that all rele
vant provisions of this Agreement have been 
complied with, including any exemptions or 
conditions of exemption approved in accord
ance with Article IX, that fact shall be certi
fied immediately after each such inspection 
or survey either on the vessel's radiotele
phone station license or by means of another 
document as determined by the Contracting 
Government. 

2. The certification prescribed by para
graph 1 of this Article shall be kept on board 
the vessel while the vessel is subject to the 
provisions of this Agreement, and shall be 
available for inspection by the officers au
thorized by the Contracting Governments 
to make such inspections. Certifications is
sued under the authority of a Contracting 
Government shall be accepted by the other 
Contracting Government for all purposes 
covered by this Agreement. 

ARTICLE XIV 
Issue of Certificate by Other Contracting 

Government 

Each of the Contracting Governments 
may, at the request of the other, cause a 
vessel , for the survey of which the request
ing Government is primarily responsible, to 
be surveyed and, if satisfied that the require
ments of this Agreement are complied with, 
issue certificates to the vessel in accordance 
with the terms of this Agreement. Any cer
tificate so issued must contain a statement 
to the effect that it has been issued at the 
request of the Government which made the 
request, and it shall have the same force 
and receive the same recognition as a certifi
cate issued under Article XII of this Agree-

ARTICLE XV 
Control 

1. Over and above the application of th1S 
A"'reement as set forth in the provisions of 
~ticle V of this Agreement, every vessel re
quired by this Agreement to have a certifi
cate issued by one Contracting Government 
in acordance with Article XII or Article 
XIV is subject in the ports of the other Con
tracting Government to control by officers 
duly authorized by such Government in ~ 
far as this control is directed towards ven
f'ying that (a) there is on board a valid cer
tification, (b) that the conditions of the 
radiotelephone apparatus coresponds sub
stantially with the particulars of that cer
tification, and (c) that there are on board 
the necessary personnel. . 

(2) In the event of this control giving nse 
to intervention of any kind, the authorities 
carrying out the control shall forthwith in
form the appropriate authorities of the coun
try to which the vessel belongs of all the 
circumstances in which intervention is 
deemed to be necessary. 

ARTICLE XVI 
Responsibility of the Master and Radiotele

phone Operators 
The radiotelephone station and all per

sons designated to perform radiotelephone 
operating duties shall be under the control 
of the master. These designated persons and 
the master shall comply with applicable tele
communication laws and international 
agreements and with the rules and regula
tions made pursuant thereto. 

ARTICLE XVII 
Laws and Regulations 

The Contracting Governments undertake 
to communicate to each other the text of 
laws, decrees, and regulations promulgated 
on the various matters within the scope of 
this Agreement. 

ARTICLE XVIII 
Amendment:. 

1. Amendment of the Articles of this Agree
ment shall be by agreement between the 
Contracting Governments and shall become 
effective following an exchange of notes be
tween the Contracting Governments indicat
ing that whatever approval may be required 
constitutionally has been obtained. 

2. Notwithstanding paragraph 1 of this 
Article, amendment or modification of the 
Technical Regulations annexed to this Agree
ment may, when agreed upon by the inter
ested agencies of each of the Contracting 
Governments, be effected by an exchange of 
diplomatic notes between the Contracting 
Governments. Any such amendment or mod
ification shall enter into force on the first day 
of February of the year following the ex
change of notes constituting final agreement 
thereto, provided that an earlier date, but 
not less than three months from the date of 
such final agreement, may be specified in the 
exchange of notes if further delay would ad
versely affect the safety of vessels subject to 
this Agreement. 

ARTICLE XIX 
Termination of Prior Agreement 

Upon the coming into force of this Agree
ment, the Agreement for the Promotion of 
Safety on the Great Lakes by Means of 
Radio, signed at Ottawa on February 21, 
1952, between the United States of America. 
and Canada., shall terminate and cease to 
have effect. 

ARTICLE XX 
Entry into Force 

This Agreement shall be ratified and in
struments of ratification shall be exchanged 
at Washington as soon as possible. This 
Agreement shall come into force one year 
after the date on which the instruments of 
ratification are exchanged. 
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ARTICLE XXI 
Termination 

1. This Agreement may be terminated by 
either Contracting Government at any time 
after the expiration of 5 years from the date 
on which this Agreement comes into force, 
except where the Contracting Governments 
agree to terminate earlier. Termination shall 
be effected by a notification in writing from 
either Contracting Government to the other 
Contracting Government. 

2. Termination of this Av-eement shall 
take effect twelve months after the date of 
such notification. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned 
being duly authorized thereto by their re
spective Governments have signed the 
Agreement. 

DoNE in two copies at Ottawa this 26th 
day of February 1973 in English and French, 
each language version being equally au
thentic. 

Adolph W. Schmidt: For the Government 
of the United States of America. 

J. Marchand: For the Government of 
Canada. 

CONVENTION FOR THE PROTECTION 
OF PRODUCERS OF PHONOGRAMS 
AGAINST UNAUTHORIZED DUPLICA
TION OF THEIR PHONOGRAMS 

The CONTRACTING STATES, 
concerned at the widespread and increas

ing unauthorized duplication of phono
grams and the damage this is occasioning to 
the interest of authors, performers and pro
ducers of phonograms; 

convinced that the protection of producers 
of phonograms against such acts Will also 
benefit the performers whose performances, 
and the authors whose works, are recorded 
on the said phonograms; 

recognizing the value of the work under
taken in this field by the United Nations 
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Orga
niZation and the World Intellectual Property 
Organization; 

anxious not to impair in any way interna
tional agreements already in force and in 
particular in no way to prejudice wider ac
ceptance of the Rome Convention of Octo
ber 26, 1961, which affords protection to per
formers and to broadcasting organizations as 
well as to producers of phonograms; 

have agreed as follows: 
ARTICLE 1 

For the purposes of this Convention: 
(a) "phonogram" means any exclusively 

aural fixation of sounds of a performance or 
of other sounds; 

(b) "producer of phonogra.ms" means the 
person who, or the legal entity which, first 
fixes the sounds of a performance or other 
sounds; 

(c) "duplicate" means an article which 
contains sounds taken directly or indirectly 
from a. phonogram and which embodies all 
or a substantial part of the sounds fixed in 
that phonogram; 

(d) "distribution to the public" means any 
act by which duplicates of a phonogram are 
offered, directly or indirectly, to the general 
public or any section thereof. 

ARTICLE 2 
Each Contracting State shall protect pro

ducers of phonograms who are nationals of 
other Contracting States against the making 
of duplicates without the consent of the 
producer and against the importation of such 
duplicates, provided that any such mak
ing or importation is for the purpose of dis
tribution to the public, and against the dis
tribution of such duplicates to the public. 

ARTICLE 3 
The means by which this Convention 1s 

implemented shall be a matter for the 
domestic law of each Contracting State and 
shall include one or more of the following: 

protection by means of the grant of a copy
right or other specific right; protection by 
means of the law relating to unfair competi
tion; protection by means of penal sanctions. 

ARTICLE 4 
The duration of the protection given shall 

be a matter for the domestic law of each 
Contracting State. However, if the domestic 
law prescribes a specific duration for the 
protection, that duration shall not be less 
than twenty years from the end either of the 
year in which the sounds embodied in the 
phonogram were first fixed or of the year in 
which the phonogram was first published. 

ARTICLE 5 
If, as a condition of protecting the pro

ducers of phonograms, a Contracting State, 
under its domestic law, requires compliance 
with formalities, these shall be considered as 
fulfilled if all the authorized duplicates of 
the phonogram distributed to the public or 
their containers bear a notice consisting of 
the symbol ®, accompanied by the year date 
of the first publication, placed in such a 
manner as to give reasonable notice of claim 
of protection; and, if the duplicates or their 
containers do not identify the producer, his 
successor in title or the exclusive licensee 
(by carrying his name, trademark or other 
appropriate designation), the notice shall 
also include the name of the producer, his 
successor in title or the exclusive licensee. 

ARTICLE 6 
Any Contracting State which affords pro

tection by means of copyright or other spe
cific right, or protection by means of penal 
sanctions, may in its domestic law provide, 
with regard to the protection of producers of 
phonograms, the same kinds of limitations as 
are permitted with respect to the protection 
of authors of literary and artistic works. 
However, no compulsory licenses may be per
mitted unless all of the following conditions 
are met: 

(a) the duplication is for use solely for 
the purpose of teaching or scientific research; 

(b) the license shall be valid for duplica
tion only within the territory of the Con
tracting State whose competent authority 
has granted the license and shall not extend 
to the export of duplicates; 

(c) the duplication made under the li
cense gives rise to an equitable remunera
tion fixed by the said authority taking into 
acoount, inter alia, the number of duplicates 
which will be made. 

ARTICLE 7 
(1) This Convention shall in no way be 

interpreted to limit or prejudice the protec
tion otherwise secured to authors, to per
formers, to producers of phonograms or to 
broadcasting organizations under any domes
tic law or international agreement. 

(2) It shall be a matter for the domestic 
law of each Contracting State to determine 
the extent, if any, to which performers whose 
performances are fixed in a phonogram are 
entitled to enjoy protection and the condi
tions for enjoying any such protection. 

(3) No Contracting State shall be required 
to apply the provisions of this Convention 
to any phonogram fixed before this Conven
tion entered into force with respect to that 
State. 

(4) Any Contracting State which, on Octo
ber 29, 1971, affords protection to producers 
of phonograms solely on the basis of the 
place of first fixation may, by a notification 
deposited with the Director General of the 
World Intellectual Property Organization, 
declare that it will apply this criterion in
stead of the criterion of the nationality of 
the producer. 

ARTICLE 8 
(1) The International Bureau of the 

World Intellectual Property Organization 
sha.ll assemble and publish information con
cerning the protection of phonograms. Each 

Contracting State shall promptly communi
cate to the International Bureau all new 
laws and otficial texts on this subject. 

(2) The International Bureau shall, on 
request, furnish information to any Co~
tracting State on matters concerning th1s 
Convention, and shall conduct studies and 
provide services designed to facllitate the pro
tection provided for therein. 

(3) The International Bureau shall exer
cise the functions enumerated in paragraphs 
(1) and (2) above in cooperation, for mat
ters Within their respective competence, with 
the United Nations Educational, Scientific 
and Cultural Organization and the Interna
tional Labour Organization. 

ARTICLE 9 
(1) This Convention shall be deposited 

with the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations. It shall be open until April 30, 
1972, for signature by any State that is a 
member of the United Nations, any of the 
Specialized Agencies brought into relation
ship with the United Nations, or the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency, or is a party 
to the Statute of the International Court 
of Justice. 

(2) This Convention shall be subject to 
ratification or acceptance by the signatory 
States. It shall be open for accession by any 
State referred to in paragraph ( 1) of this 
Article. 

(3) Instruments of ratification, acceptance 
or accession shall be deposited with the Sec
retary-General of the United Nations. 

( 4) It is understood that, at the time a 
State becomes bound by this Convention, it 
will be in a. position in accordance with its 
domestic law to give effect to the provisions 
of the Convention. 

ARTICLE 10 
No reservations to this Convention are 

permitted. 
ARTICLE 11 

(1) This Convention shall enter into force 
three months after deposit of the fifth in
strument of ratification, acceptance or ac
cession. 

(2) For each State ratifying, accepting or 
acceding to this Convention after the de
posit of the fifth instrument of ratification, 
acceptance or accession, the Convention shall 
enter into force three months after the date 
on which the Director General of the World 
Intellectual Property Organization informs 
the States, in accordance with Article 13, 
paragraph (4), of the deposit of its instru
ment. 

(3) Any State may, at the time of ratifica
tion, acceptance or accession, or at any later 
date, declare by notification addressed to the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations that 
this Convention shall apply to all or any one 
of the territories for whose international af
fairs it is responsible. This notification will 
take effect three months after the date on 
which it is received. 

( 4) However, the preceding paragraph 
may in no way be understood as implying 
the recognition or tacit acceptance by a Con
tracting State of the factual situation con
cerning a. territory to which this Convention 
1s made applicable by another Contracting 
State by virtue of the said paragraph. 

ARTICLE 12 
(1) Any Contracting State may denounce 

this Convention, on its own behalf or on be
half of any of the territories referred to in 
Article 11, paragraph (3), by written notifica
tion addressed to the Secretary-General of 
the United Nations. 

(2) Denunciation shall take effect twelve 
months after the date on which the Secre
tary-General of the United Nations has re
ceived the notification. 

ARTICLE 13 
(1) This Convention shall be signed in a 

single copy in English, French, Russian and 
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Spanish, the four texts being equally au
thentic. 

(2) Official texts shall be established by 
the Director General of the World Intel
lectual Property Organization, after con
sultation with the interested Governments, 
in the Arabic, Dutch, German, Italian and 
Portuguese languages. 

(3) The Secretary-General of the United 
Nations shall notify the Director General 
of the World Intellectual Property Organiza
tion, the Director-General of the United Na
tions Educational, Scientific and Cultural 
Organization and the Director-General of the 
International Labour Office of: 

(a) signatures to this Convention; 
(b) the deposit of instruments of ratifica

tion, acceptance or accession; 
(c) the date of entry into force of this 

Convention; 
(d) any declaration notified pursuant to 

Article 11, paragraph ( 3) ; 
(e) the receipt of notification of denuncia-

tion. 
(4) The Director General of the World In

tellectual Property Organization shall inform 
the States referred to in Article 9, paragraph 
(1), of the notifications received pursuant 
to the preceding paragraph and of any dec
larations made under Article 7, paragraph 
(4). He shall also notify the Director-Gen
eral of the United Nations Educational, Sci
entific and Cultural OrganizatiOl~ and the 
Director-General of the International Labour 
Office of such declarations. 

(5) The Secretary-General of the United 
Nations shall transmit two certified copies of 
this Convention to the States referred to in 
Article 9, paragraph ( 1) . 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned, 
being duly authorized, have signed this 
Convention. 

DoNE at Geneva, this twenty-ninth day of 
October, 1971. 

TREATY ON EXTRADITION 
BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND 

ITALY 

The PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA and the PRESIDENT OF THE ITALIAN 
REPUBLIC, desiring to make more effective the 
cooperation between the two countries in 
the repression of crime by making provision 
for the reciprocal extradition of offenders; 

Have decided to conclude a treaty for this 
purpose and have appointed as their pleni
potentiaries: 

THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA, H. E. Graham MARTIN, Ambassador 
of the United States of America, and 

THE PRESIDENT OF THE ITALIAN REPUBLIC 
Senator Professor Giuseppe MEDICI, Minister 
of Foreign Affairs. 

Who, having exchanged their respective 
full powers, which were found in good and 
due form, have agreed as follows: 

Article I 
Each Contracting Party agrees to extra

dite to the other, in the circumstances and 
subject to the conditions described in this 
Treaty, persons found in its territory who 
have been charged with or convicted of any 
of the offenses mentioned in P.rticle II of 
this Treaty committed within the teiTitory 
of the other or outside thereof under the 
condtiions specified in Article III of this 
Treaty. 

Article II 
Persons shall be delivered up according to 

the provisions of this Treaty for any of the 
following offenses provided that these of
fenses are punishable by the laws of both 
Contracting Parties and subject to a term of 
imprisonment exceeding one year: 

1. Murder; manslaughter; assault with in-
tent to commit murder. 

2. Malicious wounding; inflicting grievous 
oodily harm. 

3. nlegal abortion. 

4. Unlawful throwing or application of 
any corrosive or injurious substances upon 
the person of another. 

5. Rape; indecent assault. 
6. Unlawful sexual acts with or upon chil

dren under the age specified by the laws of 
both the requesting and requested parties. 

7. Procuration defined as procuring a wo
man to have unlawful sexual intercourse or 
to become a prostitute, or living on the earn
ings of prostitution or exercising control over 
a prostitute. 

8. Child stealing of a minor under the age 
of fourteen years, willful nonsupport or will
ful abandonment of a. minor under the age 
of fourteen years when personal injury or 
death results. 

9. Kidnapping; abduction; false imprison-
ment. 

10. Robbery; assault with intent to rob. 
11. Burglary; housebreaking. 
12. Larceny. 
13. Embezzlement. 
14. Fraud, including: 
a. Obtaining property, money or valuable 

securities by false pretenses or statements or 
by threat of force or by defrauding any gov
ernmental body, the public, or any person, 
by deceit, falsehood, use of the mails or 
other means of communication in connection 
with schemes inten..led to deceive or defrnud, 
or other fraudulent means. 

b. Fraud by a bailee, banker, agent, factor, 
trustee, executor, administrator or by a di
rector or offi.cer of any company. 

15. Bribery, including soliciting, offering 
and accepting. 

16. Extortion by private or public persons. 
17. Receiving or transporting any money, 

valuable securities or other property knowing 
the same to have been unlawfully obtained. 

18. Forgery and counterfeiting, including: 
a. Forgery or uttering what is forged. 
b. The forgery or false making of official 

documents or public records of the govern
ment or public authority or the uttering or 
fraudulent use of the same. 

c. The making or the utterance, circula
tion or fraudulent use of counterfeit money 
or counterfeit seals, stamps, dies and marks 
of the government or public authority. 

d. Knowingly and without lawful author
ity, making or having in possession any in
strument, tool, or machine adapted and in
tended for the counterfeiting of money, 
whether coin or paper. 

19. Perjury; false swearing; subornation of 
perjury. 

20. Arson. 
21. Any malicious act done with intent to 

endanger the safety of any person traveling 
upon a railway, or in any aircraft or vessel 
or other means of transportation. 

22. Piracy by law of nations. 
23. Mutiny or revolt on board a.n aircraft 

or vessel against the authority of the captain 
or commander of such aircraft or vessel; any 
seizure or exercise of control, by force or vio
lence or threat of force or violence, of an 
aircraft or vessel. 

24. Malicious injury to property. 
25. Fraudulent bankruptcy. 
26. Offenses against the laws relating to 

narcotic drugs, cannabis sativa L., hallucino
genic drugs, cocaine and its derivatives and 
other dangerous drugs and chemicals. 

27. Offenses against the laws relating to 
the illicit manufacture of or traffi.c in sub
stances injurious to health. 

28. Offenses against the laws relating to 
the sale or transportation of securities or 
commodities. 

29. Offenses against the laws relating to 
firearms, explosives, or incendiary devices. 

30. Unlawful obstruction of juridical pro
ceedings or proceedings before governmental 
bodies or interference with an investitgation 
of a violation of a criminal statute by the 
influencing, bribing, impeding, threatening, 

or the injuring by any means, any offi.cer of 
the court, juror, witness, or duly authorized 
criminal investigator. 

Extradition shall also be granted for the 
Italian offense of "a.ssociazione per de
linquere" if the request establishes the ele
ments of a conspiracy, as defined by the laws 
of the United States, to commit any of the 
offenses mentioned in this Article. The re
quirement that a conspiracy under the laws 
of the United States be established will be 
fulfilled when evidence is produced estab
lishing probable cause that two or more per
sons have conspired to commit any offense 
in this Article and when one or more of such 
persons have done any act to effect the object 
of the conspiracy. 

Extradition shall also be granted for at
tempts to commit, conspiracy to commit, or 
participation in, any of the offenses men
tioned in this Article. 

Extradition shall also be granted for the 
above-mentioned offenses, even when for the 
sole purpose of recognizing United States 
Federal jurisdiction, circumstances such as 
the transportation from one State to another, 
have been taken into account. By transporta
tion is meant any transport or transfer of 
persons, articles, or other items. 

Article III 
A reference in this Treaty to the territory 

of a Contracting Party is a reference to all 
the territory under the jurisdiction of that 
Contracting Party, including airspace and 
territorial waters and vessels and aircraft 
registered in that Contracting Party if any 
such aircraft is in fiigh t or if any such vessel 
is on the high seas when the offense is com
mitted. For purposes of this Treaty an air
craft shall be considered to be in fiigh t from 
the moment when power is applied for the 
purpose of take-off until the moment when 
the landing run ends. 

When the offense has been committed out
side the territory of the requesting Party, in 
the case of a request emanating from Italy, 
the executive authority o! the United States, 
and in the case of a request emanating from 
the United States, the competent authority 
of Italy, shall have the power to grant extra
dition if the laws of the requested party pro
vide for the punishment of such an offense. 

Article IV 
A requested Party shall not decline to ex

tradite a person sought because such person 
is a national of the requested Party. 

Article V 
Extradition shall be granted only if the 

evidence be found sufficient, according to the 
laws of the requested Party, either to justify 
his committal for trial if the offense of which 
he is accused had been committed in its 
territory or to prove that he is the identical 
person convicted by the courts of the re
questing Party. 

Article VI 
Extradition shall not be granted in any of 

the following circumstances: 
1. When the person whose surrender is 

sought is being proceeded against or has been 
tried and discharged or punished in the ter
ritory of the requested Party for the offense 
for which his extradition is requested. 

2. When the person whose surrender is 
sought has been tried and acquitted or has 
undergone his punishment in a third State 
for the offense for which his extradition is 
requested. 

3. When the prosecution or the enforce
ment of the penalty for the offense has 
become barred by lapse of time according to 
the laws of the requesting Party or would be 
barred by lapse of time according to the laws 
of the requested Party had the offense been 
CO:JDmitted in its territory. 

4. When the offense constitutes an infrac
tion against military law which is not an 
offense under ordinary criminal law. 
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5. When the offense for which extradition 

is requested is of a political character, or if 
the person whose surrender is sought proves 
that the requisition for his surrender has, in 
fact, been made with a view to try or punish 
him for an offense of a political character. 
For the purposes of the application of the 
present paragraph, the seizure or exercise of 
control by force or violence or threat of force 
or violence committed on board an aircraft 
in flight carrying passengers in scheduled air 
services or on a charter basis will be presumed 
to have a predominant character of a com
mon crime when the consequences of the 
offense were or couU have been grave. If any 
question arises as to whether a case comes 
within the provisions of this paragraph, the 
authorities of the Government on which the 
requisition is made shall decide. 

Article VII 
If a request for extradit ion is made under 

this Treaty for a person who at the time of 
such request is under the age of eighteen 
years and is considered by the requested 
Par~y to be one of its residents, the requested 
Party, upon a determination that extradition 
would disrupt the social readjustment and 
rehabilitation of that person, may recom
mend to the request ing Party that the re
quest for extradition be withdrawn, specify
ing the reasons therefor. 

Article VIII 
When the offense for which the extradition 

is requested is punishable by death under 
the laws of the reques t ing Party and the laws 
of the requested Party do not provide for 
such punishment for that offense, extradi
tion shall be refused unless the requesting 
Party provides such assurances as the re
quested Party considers sufficient that the 
death penalty shall not be imposed, or, if im
posed, shall not be executed. 

Article IX 
When the person whose extradition is re

quested is being proceeded against or is 
serving a sentence in the territory of the re
quested Party for an offense other than that 
for which extradition has been requested, 
his surrender may be deferred until the con
clusi'::>n of the proceedings and the full exe
cution of any punishment he may be or may 
have been awarded. 

ARTICLE X 
The determination that extradition should 

or should not be gran ted shall be made in 
accordance with the law of the requested 
Party and the person whose extradition is 
sought shall have the right to use all reme
dies and recourses provided by such law. 

Artncle XI 
The request for extradition shall be made 

through the diplomatic channel. 
The request shall be accompanied by a de

scription of the person sought, a statement 
of the facts of the case, the text of the ap
plicable laws of the requesting Party includ
ing the law defining the offense, the law pre
scribing the punishment for the offense, and 
the law relating to the limitation of the 
legal proceedings or t he enforcement of the 
penalt y for the offense. 

When the request relates to a person who 
has not yet been convicted, it must also be 
accompanied by a warrant of arrest issued by 
a judge or other judicial officer of ·the re
questing Party and by such evidence as. ac
cording to the laws of the requested Party, 
would justify his arrest and committal for 
trial if the offense had been committed there, 
lncludlng evidence proving that the person 
requested is the person to whom the warrant 
of arrest refers. 

When the request relates to a person al
ready convicted, it must be accompanied by 
a. judgment of conviction and sentence passed 
against him in the territory of the request
ing Party, by a statement showing how much 

of the sentence has not been served, and by 
evidence proving that the person requested 
is the person to whom the sentence refers. 

The warrant of arrest and deposition or 
other evidence, gtven under oath, and the 
judicial documents establishing the existence 
of the conviction, or certified copies of these 
documents, shall be admitted in evidence in 
the exa.m..ination of the request for extradi
tion when, in the case of a request emanat
ing from Italy, they bear the signature or 
are accompanied by the attestation of a 
judge, magistrate or other official or are au
thenticated by the official seal of the Minis
try of Justit::e and, in any case, are certified 
by the principal diplomatic or consular offi
cer of the United States in Italy, or when, 
in the case of a request emanating from the 
United States, they are signed by or certi
fied by a judge, magistrate or officer of the 
United States and they are sealed by the offi
cial seal of the Department of State. Any 
deposition or other evidence which has not 
been given under oath but which otherwise 
meets the requirements set forth in this par
agraph shall be admitted in evidence as a 
deposition or evidence given under oath 
when there is an indication that the person, 
prior to deposing before the judicial authori
ties of the requesting Party, was informed 
by those authorities of the penal sanctions 
to which he would be subject in the case of 
false or incomplete statements. 

Article XII 
The executive authority of the United 

States and the competent authority of Italy 
shall, in their discretion, have the power to 
grant extradition of persons in cases of con
viction in absentia or in contumacy. The 
request for extradition of such persons shall 
be accompanied by evidence establishing 
probable cause that the offense has been 
committed by the person sought. Should the 
law of the requesting Party so provide, such 
convictions may be treated as final convic
tions. 

The executive authority of the United 
States and the competent authority of Italy 
may require information concerning the 
notification procedure employed in the case 
of a person whose extradition is requested 
in accordance with this Article and the proce
dures, if any, which was available to that 
person to reopen the j".Idgment of conviction. 

Article XIII 
In case of urgency a Contracting Party may 

apply for the provisional arrest of the person 
sought pending the presentation of the re
quest for extradition through the diplomatic 
channel. This application may be made either 
through the diplomatic channel or directly 
between the Italian Ministry of Grace and 
Justice and the United States Department 
of Justice. The application shall contain a 
description of the person sought, an indica
tion of intention to request the extradition of 
the person sought, and a statement of the 
existence of a warrant of arrest or a judg
ment of conviction, including convictions in 
absentia and in contumacy, against that per
son, and such further information, if any, 
as would be necessary to justify the issue of a 
warrant of arrest had the offense been com
mitted, or the person sought been convicted, 
in the territory of the requested Party. 

On receipt of suet an application the re
quested Party shall take the necessary steps 
to secure the arrest of the rerson claimed. 

A person arrested upon such an applica
tion shall be set at liberty upon the expira
tion of forty-five days from the date of his 
arrest if a request for his extradition accom
panied by the documents specified in 
Article XI shall not have been received. This 

stipulation shall not prevent the institu-
tion of proceedings with a. view to extraditing 
the person sought if the request is subse
quently received. 

Article XIV 
If the requested Party requires additional 

evidence or information to enable it to decide 
on the request for extradition, such evidence 
or information shall be submitted to it within 
such time as that Party shall require. 
If the person sought is under arrest and 

the additional evidence or information sub
mitted as aforesaid is not sufficient or if such 
evidence or information is not received 
within the period specified by the requested 
Party, he shall be discharged from custody. 
However, such discharge shall not bar the 
requesting Party from submitting another 
request in respect of the same offense. 

Article XV 
A person extradited under the present 

Treaty shall not be detained, tried or pun
ished in the territory of the requesting Party 
for an offense other than that for which 
extradition has been granted nor be extra
dited by that Party to a third State unless: 

1. He has left the territory of the request
ing Party after his extradition and has volun
tarily returned to it; 

2. After being free to do so, he has not 
left the territory of the requesting State 
within forty-five days; or 

3. The requested Party has consented to 
his detention, trial and punishment for an 
offense other than that for which extradition 
was granted, or to his extradition to a third 
State. 

These stipulations shall not apply to of
fenses committed after the extradition. 

Article XVI 
A requested Party upon receiving two or 

more requests for the extradition of the same 
person either for the same offense, or for dif
ferent offenses, shall determine to which of 
the requesting States it wm extradite the 
person sought, taking into consideration the 
circumstances and particularly the possibil
ity of a later extradition between the re
questing States, the seriousness of each of
fense, the place where the offense was com
mitted, the nationality of the person sought, 
the dates upon which the requests were re
ceived and the provisions of any extradition 
agreements between the requested Party and 
the other requesting State or States. 

Article XVII 
The requested Party shall promptly com

municate to the requesting Party through 
the diplomatic channel the decision on the 
request for extradition. 

If a warrant or order for the extradition 
of a person sought has been issued by the 
competent authority and he is not removed 
from the territory of the requested Party 
within such time as may be prescribed by the 
laws of that Party, he may be set at liberty 
and the requested Party may subsequently 
refuse to extradite that person for the same 
offense. 

Article XVIII 
To the extent permitted under the law of 

the requested Party and subject to the rights 
of third parties, which shall be duly re
spected, all articles acquired as a result of 
the offense or which may be requirPd as evi
dence shall, if found, be surrendered !f extra
dition is granted. 

Subject to the qualifications of the first 
paragraph, the abovementioned t>.rticles shall 
be returned to the requesting Party even if 
the extradition, having been agreed to, can
not be carried out owing to the death or es
cape of the person sought. 

Article XIX 
The right to transport through the terri

tory of one o~ the Contracting Parties a per
son surrendered to the other Contracting 
Party by a third State shall be granted on 
request made through the diplomatic chan
nel provided that conditions are present 
which would warrant extradition of such per-
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son by the State of transit and reasons of 
public order are not opposed to the transit. 

The Party to which the person has been 
extradited shall reimburse the Party through 
whose territory such person is transported for 
any expenses incurred by the latter in con
nection with such transportation. 

Article XX 
Expenses related to the translation of doc

uments and to the transportation of the per
son sought shall be paid by the requesting 
State. 

The appropriate legal officers of the United 
States shall, by all legal means within their 
power, assist :taly before its respective judges 
and magistrates and, reciprocally, Italy un
dertakes to represent the interests of the 
United States by all legal means envisaged 
by its legal system. 

No pecuniary claim, arising out of the ar
rest, detention, examination and surrender 
of persons sought under the terms of this 
Treaty, shall be made by the requested State 
against the requesting State. 

Article XXI 
This Treaty shall apply to offenses men

tioned in Article II committed before as well 
as after the date this Treaty enters into 
force, provided that no extradition shall be 
granted for an offense committed before the 
date this Treaty enters into force which was 
not an offense under the laws of both Con
tracting Parties at the time of its commis
sion. 

Article XXII 
This Treaty shall be ratified and the in

struments of ratification shall be exchanged 
at washington as soon as possible. 

This Treaty shall enter into force upon 
the exchange of instruments of ratification. 
It may be terminated by either Contracting 
Party giving notice of termination to the 
other contracting Party at any time and 
the termi.nation shall be effective six months 
after the date of receipt of such notice. 

This Treaty shall terminate and replace 
the extradition convention between the 
United States and Italy signed at Washing
ton, March 23, 1868, as amended and supple
mented by the conventions signed January 
21, 1869 and June 11, 1884, respectively, as 
well as the agreement effected by exchange 
of notes of April 16 and 17, 1946. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the Plenipotentiaries 
have signed this Treaty and have hereunto 
affixed their seals. 

DONE in duplicate, in the English and 
Italian languages, both equally authentic, 
at Rome this eighteenth day of January, 
one thousand nine hundred seventy three. 

For the United States of America 
GRAHAM MARTIN. 

For the Italian Republic 
MEDICI. 

TREATY ON EXTRADITION BETWEEN THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND THE 
REPUBLIC OF 'PARAGUAY 
The United States of America and theRe

public o~ Paraguay, desiring to make more 
effective the cooperation of the two countries 
in the repression of crime, agree as follows: 

ARTICLE 1 
The Contracting Parties agree to extradite 

on a rec!procal basis to the other, in the cir
cumstances and subject to the conditions 
established in this Treaty, persons found in 
the territory of one of the Parties who have 
been charged with or convicted by the judi
cial authorities of the other of the offenses 
mentioned in Article 2 of this Treaty com
mitted within the territory of such other, or 
outside thereof under the conditions 
specified in Article 3. 

ARTICLE 2 

Persons shall be delivered up according to 
the provisions of this Treaty for any of the 
following offenses provided that these c..f-

fenses are punishable by the laws of both 
Contractmg Parties by deprivation of liberty 
for a period exceeding one year: 

1. Murder or manslaughter. 
2. Abortion. 
3. Aggravated injury or mutilation; as

sault. 
4. lllegal use of arms. 
5. Willful abandonment of a child or 

spouse when for that reason the life of that 
child or spouse is or is likely to be endang
ered or death results. 

6. Rape; statutory rape; indecent assault; 
corruption of minors, including unlawful 
sexual acts with or upon minors under the 
age specified by the penal laws of both Con
tracting Parties. 

7. Procuration; promoting or facilitating 
prostitution. 

8. False imprisonment; abduction or chad 
stealing; kidnapping. 

9. Robbery or larceny or burglary. 
10. Extortion or threats. 
11. Bigamy. 
12. Fraud; embezzlement or breach of fi

duciary relationships; obtaining money, 
valuablA securities or property, by false pre
tenses or by other fraudulent means includ
ing the use of the mails or other means of 
communication. 

13. Unlawful manufacture, use, distribu
tion, supply, acquisition or possession, or 
theft of bombs, apparatus capable of releas
ing nuclear energy, explosive or toxic Ina
terials. asphyxiating or fiamiUable materials. 

14. Offenses that endanger the safety of 
means of transportation or communications, 
Including any act that endangers any person 
on a means of transportation. 

15. Piracy and any act of mutiny or revolt 
on board an aircraft or vessel against the 
authority of the captain or commander of 
such aircraft or vessel, any seizure or exer
cise of control, by force or violence or threat 
of force or violence, of an aircraft or vessel. 

16. Offenses against public health. 
17. Unlawful introduction or importation, 

exportation, fabrication, production, prepa
ration, sale, delivery or supply of narcotic 
drugs, psychotropic drugs, cocaine and its 
derivatives and other dangerous drugs in
cluding cannabis sativa L., and chemicals 
or substances injurious to health or of pri
mary materials designed for such fabrica
tion. 

18. Introduction, export, fabrication, trans
portation, sale or transmission, use, posses
sion or stockpiling of explosives, offensive 
chemicals or similar materials, substances 
or instruments designed for such fabrica
tion, arms, munitions, nuclear elements and 
other materials considered war Inatertal, 
other than such acts legally provided for or 
properly authorized. 

19. Bribery, including soliciting, offering 
and accepting. 

20. Malversation. 
21. False statements, accusations or testi

mony effected before a government agency 
or official. 

22. Counterfeiting or forgery of money, 
bank bills, negotiable instruments whether 
bearer or not, documents, of credit, seals, 
stamps, marks, and public and private in
struments. 

23. Execution or issuance of checks with
out sufficient funds. 

24. Smuggling. 
25. The acquisition, receipt or concealment 

of money, objects or valuables, knowing the 
article is the result of a criine. 

26. Arson; malicious or willful injury to 
property. 

27. Any offense against the bankruptcy 
laws. 

28. Offenses against the law relating to the 
sale or transportation or purchase of secu
rities or agricultural futures. 

29. Unlawful i.nterference in any admin
istrative or juridical proceeding by bribing, 
threatening, or injury by any means, any 

officer, juror, witness or duly authorized 
person. 

30. Assault upon a public official. 
Extradition shall also be granted for par

ticipation in any of the offenses mentioned 
in this Article, not only as principal or ac
complices, but as accessories, as well as for 
attempt to commit or conspiracy to com
mit any of the aforementioned offenses when 
such participation, attempt or conspiracy is 
subject, under the laws of both Parties, and 
in accordance with the principles of the 
penal code containing the lesser penalty, to 
a term of imprisonment exceeding one year. 

If extradition is requested for any offense 
mentioned in the first or second paragraphs 
of this Article and that offense is punish
able under the laws of both Contracting 
Parties by a term of imprisonment exceeding 
one year, such offense shall be extraditable 
whether or not the laws of both Contracting 
Parties would place that offense within the 
same category of offenses made extraditable 
by the first or second paragraphs of this 
Article and whether or not the laws of the 
Requested State denominate the offense by 
the same terminology. 

Extradition shall also be granted for any 
offense against a federal law of the United 
States in which one of the above-mentioned 
offenses is a substantial' element, even if 
transporting, transportation, the use of the 
mails or interstate fac111ties are also elements 
of the specific offense. 

In the case in which a person has already 
been sentenced, extradition will be granted 
only if the sentence imposed or remaining 
to be served is a minimum of one year of 
imprisonment. 

ARTICLE 3 
For the purposes of this Treaty, the terri

tory of a Contracting Party shall include all 
territory under the jurisdiction of that Con
tracting Party, including airspace and terri
torial waters and vessels and aircraft regis
tered in that Contracting Party if any such 
aircraft is in flight or if any such vessel is on 
the high seas when the offense is committed. 
For purposes of this Treaty an aircraft shall 
be considered to be in flight from the mo
ment when power is applied for the purpose 
of take-off until the moment when the land
ing run ends. The aforementioned provisions 
do not exclude the application of pell!al ju
risdiction exercised in accord with the legis
lation of the Requested Party. 

When the offense for which extradition has 
been requested has been committed outside 
the territory of the Requesting Party, the 
Requested Party may grant the request pro
vided that the laws of the Requested Party 
provide for the punishment of such an of
fense committed in similar circuiUStances. 

ARTICLE 4 
Notwithstanding the general principle con

tained in Article 1, the Contracting Parties 
shall not be bound to grant extradition o! 
their own nationals, but the executive au
thority of the United States or the competent 
authority of the Republic of Paraguay shall 
have the power to deliver them up, if, in its 
discretion, it be deemed proper to do so. 

If the request for extradition is denied on 
the basis of nationality, the person claimed 
shall be tried by the Requested Party for the 
offense on which the request for extradition 
was based, unless that offense is not punish
able under its own laws or the Requested 
Party lacks appropriate jurisdiction. 

The status of nationality shall be deter
mined by the laws o:f the Requested Party. 

ARTICLE 5 
Extradition shall .not be granted in any of 

the following circUIUStances: 
1. When the person whose surrender is 

sought is being proceeded against or has been 
tried and discharged or punished in the 
territory of the Requested Party for the of
fense for which his extradition is requested. 

2. When the person whose surrender is 
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sought has been tried and acquitted or has 
undergone his punishment in a third State 
for the offense for which his extradition is 
requested. 

3. When the prosecution or the enforce
ment of the penalty for the offense has be
come barred by lapse of time according to 
the laws of either of the Contracting Parties. 

4. When the offense for which the extra
dition is requested is of a political character, 
or connected with such an offense, or the 
person whose extradition has been requested 
proves that the extradition request has been 
made for the purpose of trying or punishing 
him for an offense of the above-mentioned 
character. In either case, the final judgment 
as to the application of this subparagraph 
shall rest with the Requested Party. 

The provisions of subparagraph 4 of this 
Article shall not be applicable to the follow
ing: 

(a) An attempt, whether consummated or 
not, against the life, the physical integrity 
or the llberty of the Head of State of either 
Contracting Party or of a member of the 
Cabinet of the Government of the United 
States of America or a Minister of the Gov
ernment of the Republic of Paraguay or a 
member of the respective family. 

(b) A kidnapping, murder or other assault 
against the life or physical integrity of a 
person to whom a Contracting Party has the 
duty according to international law to give 
special protection, or any attempt to commit 
such an offense with respect to any such 
person. 

(c) An offense committed by force or 
threat of force on board a commercial air
craft carrying passengers in scheduled air 
services or on a charter basis. 

5. When the offense in respect of which 
the extradition is requested is a military 
offense and does not fall within the jurisdic
tion of ordinary criminal law. 

ARTICLE 6 

When the person whose extradition is re
quested is, at the time of the presentation 
of the request for extradition, under the age 
of 18 years and has permanent residence in 
the territory of the Requested Party and the 
competent authorities determine that extra
dition would prejudice the social readjust
ment and rehabil1tation of that person, the 
Requested Party may suggest to the Request
ing Party that the request for extradition 
be withdrawn, specifying the reasons there
for. 

ARTICLE 7 
When the offense for which the extradition 

is requested is punishable by doo.th under 
the laws of the Requesting Party, extradition 
shall be denied unless the Requesting Party 
provides such assurances as the Requested 
Party considers sufficient that the death 
penalty shall not be imposed, or, if imposed, 
shall not be executed. 

ARTICLE 8 
When the person whose extradition is re

quested is at the time of the receipt of the 
request for extradition being proceeded 
against or is serving a sentence in the terri
tory of the Requested Party for an offense 
other than that for which extradition has 
been requested, his surrender may be de
ferred until the conclusion of the proceedings 
and, in the case of a conviction, until the 
full execution of any punishment he may ·be 
or may have been awarded. 

ARTICLE 9 

The determination that extradition should 
or should not be granted shall be made in 
accordance with this Treaty and the law of 
the Requested Party. The person whose ex
tradition is sought shall have the right to use 
such remedies and recourses as are provided 
by the law of the Requested Party. 

ARTICLE 10 

1. The request for extradition shall be 
made through the diplomatic channel. 

2. The request shall be accompanied by: 
(a) A statement of the facts of the case. 
(b) The data necessary to prove the iden-

tity of the person whose extradition is sought 
including, when possible, photographs and 
fingerprints. 

(c) The text of the appllcable laws, includ
ing the laws defining the offense, the law 
prescribing the punishment for the offense 
and the laws relating to the llmitation of the 
legal proceedings or the enforcement of the 
legal penalty for the offense. 

3. When the request relates to a person 
who has not yet been convicted it must be 
accompanied by a warrant of arrest issued by 
a judge or other judicial officer of the Re· 
questing Party. 

The Requested Party may require the Re
questing Party to produce evidence to estab
lish prima facie that the person claimed has 
committed the offense for which extradition 
is requested. The Requested Party may re
fuse the extradition request if an examina
tion of the case in question shows that the 
warrant is manifestly ill-founded. 

4. When the request relates to a person 
already convicted, it shall be accompanied by: 

(a) Wben emanating from the United 
States, a copy of the judgment of convic
tion and of the sentence if it has been 
passed. 

(b) When emanating from the Republic of 
Paraguay, a copy of the sentence. 

In a case envisioned in this paragraph, a 
certification showing that the sentence has 
not been served or how much of the sentence 
has not been served shall also be sent to the 
Requested Party. 

5. The documents which, according to this 
Article, shall accompany the extradition re
quest, shall be admitted in evidence when: 

(a) In the case of a request emanating 
from the United States, they are signed by a 
judge, magistrate or officer of the United 
States, authenticated by the official seal of 
the Department of State and certified by the 
competent diplomatic or consular officer of 
the Republlc of Paraguay in the United 
States. 

(b) In the case of a request emanating 
from the Republic of Paraguay, they are 
signed by a judge or other judicial authority 
and are legalized by the competent diplo
matic or consular officer of the United States 
in the Republlc of Paraguay. 

6. All the documents mentioned in this 
Article shall be accompanied by a translation 
into the language of the Requested Party 
which will be at the expense of the Request
ing Party. 

ARTICLE 11 
In case of urgency the Contracting Parties 

may request, through their respective diplo
matic agents, the provisional arrest of an 
accused as well as the seizure of objects 
relating to the offense of which he has been 
accused and which objects are in the posses
sion of the accused or of his agent, associate, 
or representative, and the location of which 
has been identified by the Requesting Party. 
The Requesting Party shall support a request 
for objects by evidence showing the relation
ship of the objects to the offense charged. 
The Requested Party may decline this re
quest if it appears that the interest of in
nocent third parties has intervened. 

The request for provisional arrest shall be 
granted if it contains a declaration of the 
existence of one of the documents enumer
ated in Article 10, paragraphs 3 and 4, the 
description of the person sought and the 
offense for which he has been charged. 

If, within forty-five calendar days from the 
date of provisional arrest, the Requesting 
Party fails to present the formal request for 
extradition to the Ministry o! Foreign Rela
tions in a request emanating from the United 
States of America or to the Department of 
State in a request emanating from the 
Republic of Paraguay, supported by the docu
ments required by Article 10, the person 

claimed shall be released and a new request 
based on the same offense shall be admitted 
only if a formal request for extradition is 
presented with all the requirements enumer
ated in Article 10. 

ARTICLE 12 
If the Requested Party requires additional 

evidence or information to enable it to de
cide on the request for extradition, such 
evidence or information shall be submitted 
to it within such time as that Party shall 
require. 

If the person sought is under arrest and 
the additional evidence or information sub
mitted as aforesaid is not sufficient or if such 
evidence or information is not received with
in the period specified by the Requested 
Party, he shall be discharged from custody. 
Such discharge shall not bar the Requesting 
Party from submitting another request in due 
form in respect of the same or any other 
offense. 

ARTICLE 13 
A person extradited under the present 

Treaty shall not be detained, tried or pun
ished in the territory of the Requesting 
Party for an offense other than that for which 
extradition has been granted nor be ex
tradited by that Party to a third State un
less: 

1. Upon being released, he remains in the 
territory of the Requesting Party for more 
than thirty days counting from the date his 
release was granted; 

2. He has left the territory of the Request
ing Party after his extradition and has volun
tarily returned to it; or 

3. The Requested Party has consented to 
his detention, trial or punishment for an 
offense other than that for which extradi
tion was granted or has consented to his 
extradition to a third State provided such 
other offense is included in Article 2 of 
this Treaty. 

For the purposes of subparagraphs 1 and 
2 of this Article, the person extradited must 
be formally advised at the time he is re
leased in the territory of the Requesting 
Party of the possible consequences if he re
mains in the territory of that Party. 

The stipulations of subparagraphs 1, 2, and 
3 of this Article shall not apply to offenses 
committed after the extradition. 

ARTICLE 14 
The Requested Party upon receiving two 

or more requests for the extradition of the 
same person, either for the same offense or 
for different offenses, shall determine to 
which of the Requesting States it will grant 
extradition, taking into consideration all the 
circumstances of the case and, particularly, 
the possibility of a later extradition between 
the Requesting States, the seriousness of 
each offense, the place where the offense was 
committed, the nationality of the person 
sought, the dates upon which the requests 
were received and the provisions of any ex
tradition agreements between the Requested 
Party and the other Requesting States. 

ARTICLE 15 
The Requesting Party shall promptly com

municate to the Requesting Party through 
the diplomatic channel the decision on the 
request for extradition. 

If a warrant or order for the extradition 
of a person sought has been issued by the 
competent authority and he is not removed 
from the territory of the Requested Party 
within thirty days from the date of said 
communication, he shall be set at liberty 
and the Requested Party may subsequently 
refuse to extradite that person for the same 
offense. 

ARTICLE 16 
To the extent permitted under the law 

of the Requested Party and subject to the 
rights of third Parties, which shall be duly 
respected, all articles, objects of value or 
documents relating to the offense, whether 
acquired as a result of the offense or used 
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for its execution, or which in any other 
manner may be material evidence for the 
prosecution, shall, if found, be surrendered 
upon the granting of the extradition even 
when extradition cannot be effected due to 
the death or disappearance of the accused. 

ARTICLE 17 
Transit through the territory of one of the 

Contracting Parties of a person surrendered 
to the other Contracting Party by a third 
State shall be granted on request made 
through the diplomatic channel, which re
quest shall be accompanied by a. copy of the 
warrant or order of extradition, provided 
that conditions are present which would 
warrant extradition of such person by the 
State of transit and reasons of public order 
are not opposed to the transit. 

The Requesting Party shall reimburse the 
State of transit for any expenses incurred in 
connection with such transportation. 

ARTICLE 18 
Expenses related to the translation of docu

ments and to the transportation of the per
son sought shall be paid by the Requesting 
Party. The appropriate legal officers of the 
country in which the extradition proceed
ings take place shall, by all legal means with
in their power, assist the Requesting Party 
before the respective judges and magistrates. 

No pecuniary claim arising out of the ar
rest, detention, examination and surrender 
of persons sought under the terms of this 
Treaty shall be made by the Requested Party 
against the Requesting Party. 

ARTICLE 19 
This Treaty shall apply to offenses speci

fied in Article 2 committed before as well 
a.s after the date this Treaty enters into 
force, provided that no extradition shall be 
granted for a.n offense committed before the 
date this Treaty enters into force which was 
not an offense under the laws of both Con
tracting Parties at the time of its commis
sion. 

ARTICLE 20 
This Treaty shall be subject to ratifica

tion and shall enter into force the day of 
the exchange of the instruments of ratifi
cation which will take place in Washington. 

It may be terminated at any time by either 
Contracting Party by prior notification to the 
other Contracting Party, and termination 
shall become effective six months after the 
date such notification is received. 

This Treaty shall terminate and supersede 
the Extradition Treaty between the United 
States of America and the Republic of Para
guay done a.t Asunci6n on March 26, 1913. 

In witness whereof the undersigned, being 
duly authorized thereto by their respective 
Governinents, have signed this Treaty. 

Done in duplicate, in the English and Span
Ish languages, both equally authentic, at the 
City of Asuncion, this twenty-fourth day of 
May, one thousand nine hundred seventy
three. 

For the United States of America: 
GEORGE W. LANDAU, 

Ambassador Extraordinary 
and Plenipotentiary. 

For the Republic of ParaPuav: 
RAUL SAPENA .PASTOR. 

Minister of Foreign Relations. 

TREATY ON EXTRADITION AND CO
OPERATION IN PENAL MATTERS BE
TWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA AND THE ORIENTAL RE
PUBLIC OF URUGUAY 
The United States of America and the Ori

ental Republic of Uruguay, desiring to make 
more effective the cooperation of the two 
countries in the repression of crime, agree as 
follows: 

ARTICLE 1 
The Contracting Parties agree to extradite 

on a reciprocal basis to the other, in the cir-

cumstances and subject to the conditions es
tablished in this Treaty, persons found in 
the territory of one of the Parties who have 
been charged with or convicted by the judi
cial authorities of the other of the offenses 
mentioned in Article 2 of this Treaty com
mitted within the territory of such other, or 
outside thereof under the conditions speci
fied in Article 3. 

ARTICLE 2 
Persons shall be delivered up according 

to the provisions of this Treaty for any of 
the following offenses provided that these of
fenses are punishable by the laws of both 
Contracting Parties by deprivation of liberty 
for a. maximum period exceeding one year: 

1. Murder or manslaughter. 
2. Abortion. 
3. Aggravated injury or mutilation or as

sault. 
4. Illeg>al use of arms. 
5. Willful a.bandoninent of a. child or spouse 

when for that reason the life of that child 
or spouse is or is likely to be endangered 
or death results. 

6. Rape; statutory rape; indecent assault; 
corruption of minors, including unlawful 
sexual acts with or upon Ininors under the 
age specified by the penal laws of both Con
tracting Parties. 

7. Procuration; promoting or facilitating 
prostitution. 

8. False imprisoninent; abduction or child 
stealing; kidnapping. 

9. Robbery or larceny or burglary. 
10. Extortion or threats. 
11. Bigamy. 
12. Fraud; embezzl~ment or breach of fidu

ciary relationships; obtaining money, valu
able securities or property, by false pretenses 
or by other fraudulent means including the 
use of the mails or other means of communi
cation. 

13. Unlawful manufacture, use, distribu
tion, supply, acquisition or possession, or 
theft of bombs, apparatus capable of releas
ing nuclear energy, explosive or toxic mate
rials, asphyxiating or flammable materials. 

14. Offenses that endanger the safety of 
means of transportation or communication, 
including any act that endangers any per
son on a means of transportation. 

15. Piracy and any act of mutiny or revolt 
on board an aircraft or vessel against the 
authority of the captain or commander of 

such aircraft or vessel, any seizure or exer
cise of control, by force or violence or threat 
of force or violence, of an aircraft or vessel. 

16. Offenses against public health. 
17. Unlawful introduction or importation, 

exportation, fabrication, production, prepa
ration, sale, delivery or supply of narcotic 
drugs, psychotropic drugs, cocaine and its 
derivatives and other dangerous drugs in
cluding cannabis sativa L, and cheinica.ls or 
substances injurious to health or of primary 
materials designed for such fabrication. 

18. Introduction, export, fabrication, 
transportation, sale or transmission, use, 
possession or stockpiling of explosives, of
fensive chemicals or similar materials, sub
stances or instruments designed for such 
fabrication, arms, munitions, nuclear ele
ments and other materials considered war 
material, other than such acts legally pro
vided for or properly authorized. 

19. Bribery, including soliciting, offering 
and accepting. 

20. Malversation. 
21. False statements, accusations or testi

~~~~1~ffected before a governinent agency or 

22. Counterfeiting or forgery of money, 
bank b1lls, bonds, documents of credit, seals, 
stamps, marks, and public and private in
struments. For the purpose of this offense, 
holographic wills, sealed wills, checks, letters 
of exchange and negotiable or bearer docu
ments shall be considered public instru
ments. 

23. Issuance, acceptance or endorsement of 
receipts which do not conform, totally or 
partially, to purchases and sales actually per
formed. 

24. Execution or issuance of checks with
out sufficient funds. 

25. Smuggling. 
26. The acquisition, receipt or concealment 

of money, objects or valuables, knowing the 
article is the result of a. crime, whether or 
not the receiver participated in such crime 
or intervened pursuant to a.n agreement 
preceding the offense. 

27. Arson; malicious or willful injury to 
property. 

28. An offense against any law relating to 
the protection of the life or health of per
sons from contaminated or poisoned water, 
substances or products. 

29. Any offense against the bankruptcy 
laws. 

30. Industrial or commercial fraud, in
cluding: 

(a) The raising or lowering the price of 
merchandise, public funds or negotiable in
struments through the use of false informa
tion, simulated negotiations, meetings or 
coalitions, for the purpose of not selling cer
tain merchandise or of selling a.t a fixed 
price. 

(b) The offering of public funds or stocks 
or financial obligations of the corporations, 
companies, partnerships, or corporate bod
ies, dissimulating or concealing facts or true 
circumstances or affirming or expressing false 
statements or circumstances. 

(c) The publishing or authorizing of false 
or incomplete inventories, accounts, profit 
and loss statements, reports or statements or 
informing a meeting of partners by false
hood or the withholding of information 
about important facts needed to understand 
the economic condition of a firm, for what
ever end. 
In the case of subparagraph (a) and (b) of 
this item, the offense can be committed 
by any individual as well as by members of 
corporations or partnerships of any nature. 
In the supposition of subparagraph (c) of 
this item, the offense must necessarily have 
been committed by incorporators, directors·. 
administrators, liquidators or trustees of in
corporated entities, cooperatives or other 
joint companies. 

31. Assault upon a public omcial. 
32. Unlawful interference in any adminis

trative or judicial proceeding by bribing, 
threatening, or injury by any means, any 
omcer, juror, witness or duly authorized 
person. 

Extradition shall also be granted for par
ticipation in any of the offenses mentioned 
in this Article, not only as principal or ac
complices, but as accessories, as well as for 
attempt to cominit or conspiracy to commit 
any of the aforementioned offenses, when 
such participation, attempt or consp:'.racy 
is sub1ect, under the laws of both Parties 
to a term of imprisonment exceeding on~ 
year. 

If extradition is requested for any offense 
mentioned in the first or second paragraphs 
of this Article and that offense is punishable 
under the laws of both Contracting Parties 
by a term of imprisonment exceeding one 
year, such offense shall be extraditable under 
the provisions of this Treaty whether or not 
the laws of both Contracting Parties would 
place that offense within the same category 
of offenses made extraditable by the first or 
second paragraphs of this Article and wheth
er or not the laws of the requested Party 
denominate the offense by the same termi
nology. 

Extradition shall also be granted for any 
offense against a federal law of the United 
States in which one of the above-mentioned 
offenses is a substantial element, even if 
transporting, transportation, the use of the 
malls or interstate facilities are also ele!llents 
of the specific offense. 
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In the case in which a person has already 

been sentenced, extradition wm be granted 
only if the sentence imposed or remaining to 
be served is a minimum of one year of im
prisonment. 

ARTICLE 3 
For the purposes of this Treaty, the ter

ritory of a Contracting Party shall include 
all the territory under the jurisdiction of 
that Contracting Party, including airspace . 
and territorial waters and vessels and aircraft 
registered in that Contracting Party if any 
such aircraft is in flight or U any such ves
sel is on the high seas when the offense is 
committed. For purposes of this Treaty an 
aircraft shall be considered to be m fl1ght 
from the moment when power is applied for 
the purpose of take-off until the momtnt 
when the landing run ends. The aforemen
tioned provisions do not exclude r.he ap
plication of penal jurisdiction exercised in 
accord with the legislation of the requested 
Party. 

When the offense for which extradition 
has been requested has been committed 
outside the territory of the requesting Party, 
extradition may be granted if the laws of 
the requested Party provide for the punish
ment of such an offense committed in similar 
circumstances. 

ARTICE 4 

A requested Party shall not decline to ex
tradite a person sought because such person 
is a national of the 1equested Party. 

ARTICLE 5 

Extradition shall r..ot be granted in any 
of the following circurr..sta.nces: 

1. When the person whose surrender is 
sought :S being proceeded against or has been 
tried and discharged or punished in the ter
ritory of the requested Party for the offense 
for which his extradition is requested. 

2. When the person whose surrender is 
sought has been tried and acquitted, or has 
undergone his punishment in a third State 
for the offense for which his extradition is 
requested. 

3. When ~he prosecution or the enforce
ment of the penalty for the offense has be
come barred by lapse of time according to 
the laws of either of the Contracting Parties. 

4. When th• offense for which the extra
dition is requested is of a political character, 
or the person whose .,.xtradition has been 
requested proves that the extradition re
quest has been made for 1.ue purpose of tr.;
ing or punishing him lor an offense of the 
ab ... ve-ment~oned character. In either case, 
the final judgment as to the application of 
this subparagraph shall rest wlth the re
quested Party. 

The provisions of subparagraph 4 of this 
Article shall not be applicable to the follow
ing: 

(a) An attempt, whether consummated or 
not, against the life, the physical Integ
rity or the liberty of the Head of State of 
either Contracting Party or of a member of 
the Cabinet of the Government of the United 
States of America or a Minister of the Gov
ernment of the Oriental Republic of Uruguay 
or a member of the respective family. 

(b) A kidnapping, murder or other assault 
against the life or physical intergrity of a 
person to whom a Con+-racting Party has the 
duty according to international law to give 
special protection, or any attempt t0 com
mit such an offense ~rith respect to any such 
per ::on. 

(c) An offense committed by force or 
threat of force on board a commercial air
craft carrying passengers in scheduled air 
services or on a charter basis. 

authorities of that Country determine that 
extradition would prejudice the social re
adjustment and rehabilitation of that per
son, the requested Party may suggest to the 
requesting Party that the request for extra
dition be withdrawn, specifying the reasons 
therefor. 

The provisions of the preceding paragraph 
will be applicable only in the case in which 
the person sought is subject to prosecution 
in accordance with the laws of the requested 
Party. 

ARTICLE 7 
When the offense for which the extradition 

is requested is punishable by death under 
the laws of the requesting Party, and the 
laws of the requested Country do not permit 
the death penalty for that offense, extradi
tion may be refused unless the requesting 
Party provides such assurances as the re
quested Party considers sufficient that the 
death penalty shall not be imposed, or, if 
imposed, shall not be executed. 

ARTICLE 8 
When the person whose extradition is re

quested is being proceeded against or is serv
ing a sentence in the territory of the re
quested Party for an offense other than that 
for which extradition has been requested, his 
surrender may be deferred until the conclu
sion of the proceedings and, in the case of a 
conviction, until the full execution of any 
punishment he may or may have been 
awarded. 

ARTICLE 9 
The determination that extradition should 

or should not be granted shall be made in 
accordance with this Treaty and the law of 
the requested Party. The person whose extra
dition is sought shall have the right to use 
such remedies and recourses as are provided 
by the law of the requested Party. 

ARTICLE 10 

1. The request for extradition shall be 
made through the diplomatic channel. 

2. The request shall be accompanied by: 
(a) A statement of the facts of the case. 
(b) The data necessary to prove the iden-

tity of the person whose extradition is sought 
including, when possible, photographs and 
fingerprints. 

(c) The text of the applicable laws, includ
ing the laws defining the offense and the laws 
relating to the limltation of the legal pro
ceedings or the enforcement of the legal 
penalty for the offense. 

3. When the request relates to a person 
who has not yet been convicted, it must be 
accompanied by a warrant of arrest issued 
by a judge or other judicial officer of the 
requesting Party. 

The requested Party may require the re
questing Party to produce evidence to estab
lish probable cause that the person claimed 
has committed the offense for which extra
dition is requested. Th•requested Party may 
refuse the extradition request if an examina
tion of the case in question shows that the 
warrant is manifestly ill-founded. 

4. When the request relates to a person 
already convicted, it shall be accompanied 
by the following: 

(a) When emanating from the United 
States of America, a copy of the judgment 
of conviction and of the sentence if it has 
been passed. 

(b) When emanating from the Oriental 
Republic of Uruguay, a copy of the sentence. 

In a case envisioned in this paragraph, a 
certitl.cation showing that the sentence has 
not been served or how much of the sentence 
has not been served shall also be sent to the 
requested Party. 

ARTICLE 6 

When the person whose extradition is re
quested is, at the time of the presentation 
of the request for extradition, under the age 
of 18 years and has permanent residence 1n 
the requested Country and the competent 

5. The documents which, according to this 
Article, shall accompany the extradition re
quest, shall be admitted in evidence when: 

(a) In the case of a request einanattng 
from the United States of America, they are 
signed by a judge, magistrate or officer of the 

United States of America, authenticated by 
the official seal of the Department of State 
and certified by the principal diplomatic or 
consular officer of the Oriental Republic of 
Uruguay in the United States of America. 

(b) In the case of a request emanating 
from the Oriental Republic of Uruguay they 
are signed by a judge or other judicial au
thority and are legalized by the principal 
diplomatic or consular officer of the United 
States of America in the Oriental Republic of 
Uruguay. 

6. All the documents mentioned in this 
Article shall be accompanied by a translation 
into the language of the requested Party 
which wlll be at the expense of the request
ing Party. 

ARTICLE 11 
In case of urgency the Contracting Parties 

may request, through their respective diplo
matic agents or by direct communication 
between the Department of Justice of the 
United States and the Ministry of the In
terior of the Oriental Republic of Uruguay, 
the provisional arrest of an accused as well 
as the seizure of objects relating to the of
fense of which he has been accused and 
which objects are in the possession of the ac
cused or of his associate or representative, 
and the location of which has been identitl.ed 
by the requesting Party. The requesting Party 
shall support a request for objects by evi
dence showing the relationship of the objects 
to the offense charged. The requested Party 
may decline this request if it appears that 
the interest of innocent third parties has in
tervened. 

The request for provisional arrest shall be 
granted if it contains a declaration of the 
existence of one of the documents enumer
ated in Article 10, paragraphs 3 and 4, the 
description of the person sought and the 
offense for which he has been charged. 

If, within forty-five calendar days from 
the date of provisional arrest, the requesting 
Party falls to present the formal request 
for extradition to the Department of State 
in a request emanating from the Oriental 
Republic of Uruguay, or to the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs in a request emanating from 
the United States of America, supported by 
the documents required by Article 10, the 
person claimed shall be released and a new 
request based on the same offense shall be 
admitted only if a formal request for extra
dition is presented with all the requirements 
P.numerated in Article 10. 

ARTICLE 12 

If the requested Party requires additional 
evidence or information to enable it to decide 
on the request for extradition, such evidence 
or information shall be submitted to it with
in such time as that Party shall require. 

If the person sought is under arrest and 
the additional evidence or information sub
mitted as aforesaid is not sufficient or if 
such evidence or information is not received 
within the period specified by the requested 
Party, he shall be discharged from custody. 
Such discharge shall not bar the requesting 
Party from submitting another request in 
due form in respect of the same or any other 
offense. 

ARTICLE 13 
A person extradited under the present 

Treaty shall not be detained, tried or pun
ished in the territory of the requesting Party 
for an offense other than that for which 
extradition has been granted nor be extra
dited by that Party to a third State unless: 

1. I!, upon being released, he remains in 
the territory of the requesting Party for 
more than thirty days counting from the 
date his release was granted; or 

2. When, having left the territory o! the 
requesting Party after his extradition, he 
has voluntarily returned to it; 

3. When the requested Party has mani!est
ed lts consent to his detention, trial or pun-
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ishment for an offense other than that for 
which extradition was granted or to his ex
tradition to a third State provided such other 
offense is covered by Article 2. 

For the purposes of subparagraphs 1 and 2 
of this Article, the person extradited must 
be formally advised at the time he is released 
in the requesting Party of the possible con
sequences if he remains in the territory of 
that Party. 

The stipulations of subparagraphs 1, 2 and 
3 of this Article shall not apply to offenses 
committed after the extradition. 

ARTICLE 14 
The requested Party upon receiving two 

or more requests for the extradition of the 
same person, either for the same offense or 
for different offenses, shall determine to 
which of the requesting States it will grant 
extradition, taking into consideration all the 
circumstances of the case and, particularly, 
the possibility of a later extradition between 
the requesting States, the seriousness of each 
offense, the place where the offense was com
mitted, the nationality of the person sought, 
the dates upon which the requests were re
ceived and the provisions of any extradition 
agreements between the requested Party and 
the other requesting States. 

ARTICLE 15 
The requested Party shall promptly com

municate to the requesting Party through 
the diplomatic channel the decision on the 
request for extradition. 

If a warrant or order for the extradition 
of a person sought has been issued by the 
competent authority and he is not removed 
from the territory of the requested Party 
within thirty days from the date of said 
communication, he shall be set at liberty 
and the requested Party may subsequently 
refuse to extradite that person for the same 
offense. 

ARTICLE 16 
Tv the extent permitted under the law 

of the requested Party and subject to the 
rights of third Parties, which shall be duly 
respected, all articles, objects of value or 
documents relating to the offense, whether 
acquired as a result of the offense or used 
for its execution, or which in any other 
manner may be material evidence for the 
prosecution, shall, if found, be surrendered 
upon the granting of the extradition even 
when extradition cannot be effected due to 
the death or disappearance of the accused. 

ARTICLE 17 
Transit through the territory of one of the 

Contracting Parties of a person surrendered 
to the other Contracting Party by a third 
State shall be granted on request made 
through the diplomatic channel, which re
quest shall be accompanied by a copy of the 
warrant or order of extradition, provided that 
conditions are present which would warrant 
extradition of such person by the State of 
transit and reasons of public order are not 
opposed to the transit. 

The requesting Party shall reimburse the 
State of transit for any expenses incurred in 
connection with such tra.nsportation. 

ARTICLE 18 
Expenses related to the translation of 

documents and to the transportation of the 
person sought shall be paid by the request
ing Party. The appropriate legal ofllcers of 
the country in which the extradition pro-
ceedings take place shall, by all legal means 
within their power, assist the requesting 
Party before the respect! ve judges and mag-
istrates. 

No pecuniary claim arising out of the 
arrest, detention, examination and surrender 
of persons sought under the terms of this 
Treaty shall be made by the requested Party 
against the requesting Party. 

ARTICLE 19 
In order to cooperate in the prevention and 

repression of crime, subject to their respec
tive national laws the Contracting Parties 
agree as follows: 

1. To exchange information and to con
sider the most efficient administrative tech
niques for the prevention and repression of 
crime; 

2. To expedite as rapidly as possible re
quests in connection with those offenses 
listed in this Treaty; 

3. To exchange statistical data and there
sults of research in the field of criminology. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no objection, Executive 0. Executive 
J, Executive G. Executive M. Executive 
s, and Executive K, all of the 93d Con
gress, first session, will be considered as 
having passed through their various par
liamentary stages up to and including 
the presentation of resolutions of ratifi
cation, which will be read for the infor
mation of the Senate. 

The resolution of ratification of Execu
tive 0 was read as follows: 

Resolved, (two-thirds of the Senators pres
ent concurring therein), That the Senate ad
vise and consent to the ratification of the 
International Coffee Agreement 1968, As Ex
tended, adopted by the International Coffee 
Council in its Resolution No. 264 of April 14, 
1973 (Ex. 0, 93-1). 

The resolution of ratification of Execu
tive J was read as follows: 

Resolved. (Two-thirds of the Senators pr-3s
ent concurring therein), That the Senate ad
vise and consent to the ratification of the 
Agreement between the United States of 
America and Canada. for Promotion of Safety 
on the Great Lakes by Means of Radio, 1973, 
signed at Ottawa on February 26, 1973 (Ex. 
J,93-1). 

The resolution of ratification of Execu
tive G was read as follows: 

Resolved, (Two-thirds of the Senators pres
ent concurring therein), That the Senate ad
vise and consent to tlfe ratification of the 
Convention for the Protection of Producers 
of Phonograms Against Unauthorized Dupli
cation of their Phonograms, done at Geneva 
October 29, 1971 (Ex. G. 93-1). 

The resolution of ratification of Ex
ecutive M was read as follows: 

Resolved, (Two-thirds of the Senators 
present concurring therein), That the Sen
ate advise and consent to the ratification of 
the Treaty on Extradition between the 
United States of America and Italy, signed 
at Rome on January 18, 1973 (Ex. M, 93-1). 

The resolution ~ ratification of Ex
ecutive S was read as follows: 

Resolved, (Two-thirds of the Senators 
present concurring therein), That the Sen
ate advise and consent to the ratification of 
the Treaty on Extradition between the 
United States of America and the Republic 
of Paraguay, signed at Asunci6n on May 24, 
1973 (Ex. S, 93-1). 

The resolution of ratification of Ex
ecutive K was read as follows: 

Resolved, (Two-thirds of the Senators 
present concurring therein), That the Sen
ate advise and consent to the ratification of 
the Treaty on Extradition and Cooperation 
in Penal Matters between the United States 
of America and the Oriental Republic of 
Uruguay, signed at Washington on April 6, 
1973 (Ex. K, 93-1). 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 

the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
on Executive 0 <No. 93-16), explaining 
the purposes of the measure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 

[Excerpt from Report on Executive o
No. 93-16] 

MAIN PURPOSE OF THE AGREEMENT 

The main purpose of the agreement is to 
extend the International Coffee Agreement of 
1968 for an additional period of two years, 
with substantial modifications. The extension 
will keep the structure· of the International 
Coffee Organization intact until September 
30, 1975, but the substantive econoinic pro
visions of the Coffee Agreement will lapse. 

BACKGROUND 

The International Coffee Agreement was 
negotiated in 1962 and came into force in 
1963 in response to pressures from the coffee
producing countries of Latin America and 
Africa at a time of sagging coffee prices ano 
burdensome surpluses. It was designed to 
stabilize the world price of coffee by assign
ing quotas to exporting countries. In 1968, 
the Agreement was renegotiated and ex
tended for a period of five years, to Septem
ber 30, 1973. The 1968 Agreement included 
new provisions designed to reduce the de
pendence of producing countries on coffee 
as a source of foreign exchange by encour
aging diversification of their agriculture. To 
this end, a Coffee Diversification Fund was 
established to be financed by prOducing coun
tries through a contribution of a stated 
amount per bag of their coifee e11.-ports. There 
was also established a World Coffee Promo
tion Committee. 

During the 1960's, the Agreement achieved 
a degree of success in bolstering coffee prices. 
In the early 1970's, due mainly to bad weather 
in Brazil, the international coffee market 
changed drastically, shifting from a situation 
of surplus to one of shortage, and prices rose. 
(The price of Brazilian Santos No.4 coffee in 
New York on September 21, 1973, for example, 
was 70 cents a pound, compared to 57 cents a 
year before.) A dispute arose between im
porting countries, which wanted to increase 
export quotas, and producing countries, 
which wanted to maintain the status quo. A 
sub-issue was a dispute among producing 
countries themselves, mainly between Brazil 
and Colombia (the two biggest producers) on 
one side, and the African producers on the 
other. Brazil, which had been so hard hit by 
the weather that it no longer had surplus 
stocks and was barely able to meet its com
mitments, and to a lesser extent Colombia 
were fearful that an increase in quotas would 
result in Africa capturing a larger share of 
the world market. African coffee was already 
becoining more competitive in the world mar
ket because of the growing use of instant 
coffee, most of which is made from African 
grades. 

In any event, in prolonged meetings in late 
1972, the International Coffee Councll was 
unable to agree on quotas for the balance of 
the 1972-73 coffee year (ending September 30, 
1973) and the operative provisions of the 
Coffee Agreement became, for practical pur
poses, a dead letter. It was apparent that ef
forts to negotiate a substantive extension of 
the Agreement would be fruitless, but at the 
same time it was felt that the International 
Coffee Council should be kept 1n being, both 
as a forum for future negotiations should 
the world coffee situation change and, in the 
meantime, as a. mechanism for gathering and 
reporting coffee statistics. Therefore, on 
April 14, 1973, the Coffee Council approved a 
resolution extending the 1968 Agreement, 
with substantial modification, for a two
year period from September 30, 1973 to Sep
tember 30, 1975. 
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PROVISIONS OF THE AGREEMENT AS EXTENDED 

There is appended to this report the com
plete text of the 1968 Agreement with 
changes made by the 1973 extension. The 
most important of these changes are as fol
lows: 

1. As a reflection of the development of the 
European Economic Community, provision 
1s made for that Community or comparable 
intergovernmental organizations to act as a 
single member of the Agreement. 

2. The original Agreement provided that 
exporting members, as a group, would have 
1000 votes and that importing members, as 
a group, would have 1000 votes. Decisions can 
be taken only by a majority (or in some cases, 
two-thirds) of each group. Voting power 
among exporting countries was proportional 
to their qoutas. Since there are no quotas in 
the extended Agreement, specific votes are 
assigned to exporting countries. The distri
bution of votes among importing countries 
remains, as before, in proportion to the aver
age volume of their respective coffee imports 
in the preceding three-year period. In the 
case of the United States, this means a re
duction from 400 votes originally to 386 cur
rently. 

3. The extension deletes all the provisions 
relating to regulation of exports, quotas, cer
tificates of origin and re-export, processed 
coffee, regulation of imports, increase of con
sumption, production policy and controls, 
regulation of stocks, seasonal financing, di
versification, barter, and disputes and com
plaints. 

4 . The old Agreement provided that it 
could be renegotiated or extended by a two
thirds majority of the votes exporting and 
importing members, computed separately. 
The extension contains a more complicated 
provision that a new Agreement can be ne
gotiated "by a vote of 58 percent by the Mem
bers having not less than a distributed ma
jority of 70 percent of the total votes." This 
convolution was designed to deal with differ
ences between African and Latin American 
exporting countries. In any event, it does not 
affect the United States which currently has 
38.6 percent of the importing votes and is un
likely to fall below 35 percent in the next two 
years. 

5. Provision is made for the liquidation of 
the Diversification Fund and the Coffee Pro
motion Fund. Neither of these has been the 
recipient of any United States Government 
funds. 

COMMITTEE ACTION 

The President transmitted the extended 
Agreement to the Senate July 23, 1973 with 
a request for advice and consent to ratifica
tion. The Committee on Foreign Relations 
considered the matter in executive session 
on September 18 and 25. On the latter date, 
it voted (by voice vote ) to report the Agree
ment favorably, without reservations. 

COST ESTIMATE 

The estimated cost to the United States of 
continuing to participate in the Interna
tional Coffee Agreement as extended is $280,-
000 for fiscal year 1974 and should be sub
stantially less of FY 1975 as the staff or the 
organization is dismantled. 
COMMITTEE COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The committee approved the extension of 
the International Coffee Agreement mainly 
on the grounds that it is better to have such 
a forum for the discussion of coffee issues 
than not to have it. This action of the com
mittee should by no means be taken to im
ply approval of any future substantive agree
ment relating to coffee-or to any other 
commodity, for that matter. That issue does 
not require decision at this time. 

What does require prompt decision is the 
question of continuing United States par
ticipation in the organizational, as distin
guished from the substantive, provisions of 

the Coffee Agreement. The old Agreement 
expires September 30. The extension becomes 
effective only if, by that date, at least 20 ex
porting members and 10 importing members, 
holding a majority of votes notify the Secre
tary General of the United Nations of their 
acceptance of the extension. It is important, 
therefore, that if the United States is going 
to accept the extension, it do so promptly. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
on Executive J <No. 93-17), explaining 
the purposes of the measure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 

as follows: 
PURPOSE 

This agreement was signed on February 26, 
1973, and transmitted to the Senate on 
May 14. Upon entry into force, it wlll termi
nate and replace a similar agreement which 
was signed in 1952. The stated purposes of 
the agreement (Article II) are as follows: 

(a) To provide for cooperation between 
Canada and the United States in the field of 
governmental regulation and practices relat
ing to fitting, usage and maintenance of 
radiocommunication equipment for safety 
purposes aboard specified classes of vessels 
of all nationalities operating on the Great 
Lakes of North America; 

(b) To provide the highest practicable 
standards in matters concerning use of radio
communication and associated equipment for 
maritime distress, safety and efficiency of 
navigation on the Great Lakes; 

(c) To provide uniformity of regulations 
on radiocommunications for safety purposes 
to ships of all nationalities operating on the 
Great Lakes. 

MAJOR PROVISIONS 

The pending agreement is designed to mod
ernize certain technical provisions of the 
1952 agreement and to provide more expedi
tious procedures for adopting amendments. 

It is understood that as a result of in
creased vessel tratfl.c on the Great Lakes, the 
congestion on the radio frequencies author
ized by the 1952 agreement had become so 
great as to make it necessary to change that 
agreement to include another frequency band 
for certain radio functions. Accordingly, this 
new agreement requires that, effective Janu
ary 1, 1975, all vessels covered by the agree
ment (i.e., vessels 65 feet or more in length; 
vessels engaged in towing another vessel or 
:floating object; and any vessel carrying more 
than six passengers for hire) must have very 
high frequency radiotelephone equipment 
operating in a certain band (156-162 MHz). 
The agreement also designates a distress, 
safety and calling frequency (156.8 MHz). In 
addition, the technical regulations of the 
1973 agreement are, in general, more specific 
and are updated to conform with modern 
radio practices and capabllities. 

Amendments to the articles of the agree
ment (Article XVIII) may be accomplished 
through an exchange of notes between Can
ada and the United States "indicating that 
whatever approval may be required constitu
tionally has been obtained." 

DATE OF ENTRY INTO FORCE 

This agreement will come into force one 
year after instruments of ratification are ex
changed (Article XX). It may be terminated 
by either party after the expiration of five 
years from the date the agreement enters 
into force, unless the parties agree to termi
nate it earlier. Termination will take effect 
twelve months following the date of notifica
tion (Article XXI). 

COMMITI'EE ACTION 

The Committee on Foreign Relations held 
a public hearing on the Agreement with Can-

ada for Promotion of Safety on the Great 
Lakes by Means of Radio, 1973, on Septem
ber 25, 1973. At that time, Mr. Gordon L. 
Huffcutt, Otfl.ce of Telecommunications, De
partment of State, testified in support of the 
convention. 

On the same day, the Committee met in 
executive session and, by voice vote, ordered 
the convention reported with the recommen
dation that the Senate give its advice and 
consent to ratification. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
on Executive G <No. 93-18), explaining 
the purposes of the measure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE 

The Convention for the Protection of Pro
ducers of Phonograms, done at Geneva 
October 29, 1971, is designed to deal with 
the 1llicit practice of pirating records and 
tapes. According to the administration, the 
unauthorized duplication of legitimate 
commercial recordings bas grown by leaps 
and bounds during the last decade and it is 
now estimated that $300 mlllion worth of 
pirated records and tapes are made and sold 
throughout the world each year. In the 
United States alone, the ·-alue of pirated 
records and tapes is estimated at $100 mil
lion. This unauthorized copying and sale of 
legitimately produced records and tapes is 
a serious problem for every composer, author, 
performing artist, and record producer, and 
it is expected that this activity will continue 
to grow unless effective legal efforts are 
taken to combat it and reverse the trend. 
The Committee on Foreign Relations is in
formed that the pending convention wlll 
provide the basis for a satisfactory resolu
tion of the problem. 

BACKGROUND 

Twelve countries, but not the U.S.A., 
agreed to the Rome Convention of 1961 for 
the protection of Performers, Producers of 
PhonograiDS and Broadcasting Organiza
tions. Although that convention protected 
record producers intern.ationally, the United 
States and other countries favored negoti
ating the present convention in order to 
gain broader acceptance of the principle 
of protection. In consultation with the Brit
ish, the United States proposed that French, 
German, United Kingdom, and United 
States representatives meet to outline gen
eral principles. Their draft was completed 
in December 1970. Subsequently, govern
ment experts from 41 countries met in Paris 
from March 1-5, 1971, and submitted the 
draft convention for adoption and signa
ture at a conference held in Geneva from 
October 18-29, 1971. It entered into force in 
April 1973, with the deposit of the fifth in
strument of ratification, and at the present 
time six countries (France, Sweden, United 
Kingdom, Finland, Fiji, and Argentina) are 
party to the convention. The Recording In
dustry Association of America and the 
American Bar Association endorse U.S. rati
fication. 

MAJOR PROVISIONS 

The key provision of this convention is 
article 2 which provides that contracting 
states will protect the nationals of other 
contracting states against the making or 
importation of duplicate recordings without 
the consent of the producer if the intent 
1s to distribute them to the public. 

Article III allows each state to determine 
how, under Its own domestic laws, the con
vention will be implemented, such as through 
the issuance of copyrights, through laws re
lating to unfair competition or through penal 
sanctions. 
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Article VI consider& the needs of "devel
oping countries:• It provides for compulsory 
licensing of sound recordings "solely for the 
purpose of teaching or scientific research" 
but, in consideration of the arguments ad
vanced against compulsory licensing at the 
time the Senate discussed (and approved) 
the Universal Copyright Convention in 1972, 
it places limits on such licenses and re
quires "equitable remuneration" to be fixed 
by a. competent authority. 

Article VII allows parties to the convention 
to grant retroactive protection but does not 
make it obligatory. 

Art icle VIII gives the International Bu
reau of the World Intellectual Property Or
ganization, in cooperation with UNESCO and 
ILO, the responsibility of conducting studies 
and publishing information concerning the 
protection of phonogra.ms taking place in 
each cont racting stat e. 

COMMITTEE ACTION 

The Committee on Foreign Relations held 
a. public hearing on the Convention for the 
Protection of Producers of Phonograms on 
September 25, 1973. At that time Mr. Har
vey J. Winter, Director, Office of Business 
Practices, Bureau of Economic and Business 
Affairs, Department of State, testified in sup
port of the convention. 

On the same day, the committee met in 
executive session and, by voice vote, ordered 
the convention reported with the recom
mendation that the Senate give its advice 
and consent to ratification. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
on Executives S, M, and K (No. 93-19), 
explaining the purposes of the measures. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
TREATY WITH ITALY 

The Extradition Treaty with Italy was 
signed at Rome on January 18, 1973, and 
transmitted to the Senate on June 27. It will 
terminate and replace the extradition treaty 
between the United States and Italy signed 
at Washington on March 23, 1868, as 
amended and supplemented by the conven
tions signed on January 21, 1869, and June 11, 
1884, respectively, as well as the agreement 
effected by an exchange of notes dated April 
16 and 17, 1946. 

TREATY WITH PARAGUAY 

The treaty with Paraguay was signed at 
Asunci6n on May 24, 1973, and transmitted 
to the Senate on September 12. It will ter
minate and supersede the extradition treaty 
between the United States and Paraguay 
done at Asunci6n on March 26, 1913. 

TREATY WITH URUGUAY 

The Extradition Treaty with Uruguay was 
signed at Washington on April 6, 1973, and 
transmitted to the Senate on May 21. It will 
terminate the treaty between the United 
States and Uruguay signed at Washington 
on March 11. 1905, but extraditable offenses 
committ ed prior to the entry into force to the 
present treaty will continue to be subject to 
extradition pursuant to the provisions of the 
earlier treaty. 

PROVISIONS OF TREATIES 

According to the Administration, the pro
visions of these treaties follow generally the 
form and content of extradition treaties re
cently concluded b y the U.S. Government. 
The most significant offenses included in 
these treaties are those relating to narcotics, 
including psychotropic drugs and other dan
gerous drugs, and the offenses of aircraft 
hijacking. The treaties also include a pro
vision in Article II which enables extradi
tion to be granted in case of conspiracy to 
commit any of the extraditable offenses. 

Set forth below is a. comparative analysis 
of the provisions contained in all three 
treaties: 

Article I. Persons found in the territory of 
the other country, charged with crimes listed 
in Article II, are subject to extradition. 

Article II sets forth the extraditable of
fenses . They include: murder, assault, arson, 
rape, prostitution, the manufacture of 
bombs, piracy, dealing in narcotics, bigamy, 
larceny, offenses against public health, smug
gling, counterfeiting, malversation, bribery, 
interferenc:l with judicial procedures, receipt 
of stolen goods, offenses against bankruptcy, 
industrial or commercial fraud, or conspiracy 
to commit any of those offenses. The Italian 
treaty defines "conspiracy" as being com
mitted when evidence is produced "estab
lishing probable cg.use that two or more per
sons have conspired to commit any of
fense . . . and when one or more of such 
persons have dcne any act to effect the ob
ject of the conspiracy." The Italian treaty 
places the offense under U.S. federal juris
diction when transportation from one state 
to another is involved. Paraguay and Uru
guay will grant extradition for "any offense 
against a federal law of the United States." 

Article III defines the territorial applica
tion of each treaty to include all territory 
under the jurisdiction of either party in
cluding territorial waters and airspace and 
has been extended to include registered air
craft in flight, meaning from takeoff to land
ing as de 5.ned by the Tokyo Convention of 
September 14, 1963. The purpose is to ex
tend jurisdiction to aircraft piracy whether 
committed over national territory or not. 

The treaties with Italy (Article IV) and 
Uruguay (Article 4) provide that persons can 
be extradited even though they are nationals 
of the requested party. The Paraguayan 
treaty says " the Contracting Parties shall not 
be bound to grant extradition of their own 
nationals," and allows each to determine "the 
status of nationality.'' However, each can per
mit extradition if it believes it is proper to 
do so. If denied, the accused shall be tried 
locally under domestic laws, if they apply. 

Article V requires, in the case of Italy, 
sufficient evidence that the accused has been 
properly identit:ed and actually committed 
the crime. 

Article 5 (for Paraguay and Uruguay) and 
Article VI (for Italy) provide that extradi
tion will not be granted if contrary to the 
legal principles of double jeopardy, prior im
prisonmen t for the same offense either lo
cally or in a. third country and, if the statute 
of limitations has run. It also excludes of
fenses of a political nature, although not 
in cases involving attempted homicide, kid
napping and threats to the safety of com
mercial aircraft. The Italian treaty also ex
cepts infractions of military law which are 
not an offense under ordinary criminal law. 

Under the provisions of Article 6 (for Para
guay and Uruguay) and Article VII (for 
Italy) , a. party may refuse extradition of a 
person under 18 with permanent residence 
in its country if it is determined that extra
dition would disrupt the social readjust
ment and reha.bllitation of that person. 

Article 7 (for Paraguay and Uruguay) 
and Article VIII (for Italy) provide that, if 
the death penalty is possible under the laws 
of the requesting party but not that of 
the requested party, the latter may refuse 
extradition unless given assurances the 
death penalty will not be imposed. All re
cent treaties have carried a. similar article 
so as to avoid judicial delays of extradition 
arising from claims of "cruel and unusual 
punishment." 

Article 8 (for Paraguay and Uruguay) and 
Article IX (for Italy). The surrender of a 
fugitive may be delayed, if he is on trial 
or serving a. sentence for a. criminal act 
other than that cited in the extradition re
quest, until either the trial or sentence is 
completed. 

Article 9 (for Paraguay and Uruguay) 
and Article X (for Italy) . The requested 
party shall determine if extradition should 
be granted according to the terms of the 
treaty and its own domestic laws. The ac
cused may take all legal remedies to pre
vent extradition which are allowed under the 
laws of the requested party. 

Article 10 (for Paraguay and Uruguay) 
Article XI (for Italy). Requests for extradi
tion will be made through diplomatic chan
nels and must be accompanied by a. state
ment of the facts, positive identification 
of the individual, texts of applicable law, 
an arrest warrant, and sufficient evidence 
to establish probable guilt. For persons al
ready convicted, the judgment and sentence 
shall be provided. Translations and proper 
authentication of documen ts are required. 
The text of the Italian convention differ's, 
but it has substantially the same meaning. 

Article XII of the treaty with Italy pro
vides that the competent authorities of either 
country have the power to grant extradition 
of persons in cases of conviction in absentia 
or for willful contempt of court (contumacy) 
if the safeguards cited in the article are ful
filled. 

Article 11 (for Paraguay and Uruguay) 
and Article XIII (for Italy). Provisional ar
rest and seizure of evidence may be requested 
through diplomat ic channels or, in cases 
of urgency, through the appropriate depart
ments of justice accompanied by appropri
ate supporting evidence. Provisional arrest 
must be followed within 45 days by a formal 
request for extradition or the accused may 
be released. 

Article 12 (for Paraguay and Uruguay) 
and Article XIV (for Italy). If the evidence 
submitted is not deemed sufficient, the re
quested party may demand additional proof 
and specify the time for its submission. If 
the additional evidence is delayed beyond 
that time or is still considered insufficient, 
the accused may be released. However, if 
this is done, another request for the same 
or other offense may be submitted later. 

Article 13 (for Paraguay and Uruguay) and 
Article XV (for Italy). A person may not be 
detained, tried or punished in the country 
to which extradited for other than the offense 
named in the request unless: (a.) he remains 
in that country more than 30 days after 
being released (45 days for Italy); (b) re
turns to it voluntarily, or (c) the requested 
party consents to other charges being added. 
In the treaties with Paraguay and Uruguay, 
the person must receive due warning of the 
conditions set forth in (a.) and (b). That 
stipulation is not included in the Italian 
treaty. Crimes committed after extradition 
are excepted. 

Article 14 (for Paraguay and Uruguay) and 
Article XVI (for Italy). If two or more states 
request extradition of the same person, the 
requested party will determine which re
quest to honor, taking into consideration 
the seriousness of the crimes, the nationality 
of the accused, the dates the requests were 
received, and provisions of extradition trea
ties of the requesting parties and itself. 

Article 15 (for Paraguay and Uruguay) and 
Article XVII (for Italy. The requested party 
shall promptly commun1ca.te through diplo
matic channels its decision on the extradi
tion request. If within 30 days thereafter a 
properly executed warrant has not been is
sued and the accused has not been removed. 
the requested party may release him and 
subsequently refuse to extradite him for the 
same offense. 

Article 16 (for Paraguay and Uruguay) and 
Article XVIII (for Italy) . If extradition is 
granted, all supporting material evidence for 
the prosecution must be surrendered, sub
ject to the rights of third persons, even if 
the accused escapes or dies. 

Article 17 (for Paraguay and Uruguay) and 
Article XIX (for Italy). The transit of arrest
ing officers and a. person under extradition 
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order from a third country will be granted 
provided a request is made through diplo
matic channels and the requesting party 
reimburses "the other for any expenses in
curred in the transit. 

Article 18 (for Paraguay and Uruguay) and 
Article XX (for Italy) . Each party shall assist 
the other in the presentation of extradition 
cases before its respective judges and magis
trates, but the expenses involved in the 
translation of documents and the transpor
tation of a. person shall be paid by the re
questing state. This clause, which has be
come normal in recent conventions, 1s in
cluded because the costs of presentation have 
been a. hindrance to the making of extradi
tion requests. 

Article 19 (for Uruguay). Both parties will 
exchange information dealing with the pre
vention and repression of crime, including 
statistical data. and results of research in the 
field of criminology. This clause accounts for 
the difference in title between the treaty with 
Uruguay and those with Italy and Paraguay 
where the article is not included. 

Article 19 (for Paraguay), Article 20 (for 
Uruguay), .and Article XXI (for Italy). The 
treaties apply to offenses specified in Article 
II committed before as well as after the date 
of ratification if the offense was 1llegal under 
the laws of both parties. In the case of Uru
guay, crimes listed in the treaty of 1905, and 
committed prior to the entry into force of 
the present treaty, will continue to be subject 
to extradition pursuant to that treaty. With 
that exception, this article terminates the 
former treaty. 

DATE OF ENTRY INTO FORCE 

The Extradition Treaties with Italy, Para
guay and Uruguay will enter into force on the 
day instruments of ratification are obtained. 
Each treaty may be terminated by either 
party by giving siX months' notice. 

COMMITTEE ACTION 

The Committee on Foreign Relations re
ceived testimony on the Extradition Treaties 
with Italy, Paraguay and Uruguay on Sep
tember 25, 1973. At that time, Mr. Knute E. 
Ma.lmborg, Assistant Legal Adviser for Man
agement and Consular Affairs, Department of 
State, testified in support of the treaties. 

• During an executive session held later the 
same day, the Committee ordered the treaties 
favorably reported with the recommendation 
that the Senate give its advice and consent 
to ratification. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate re
turn to legislative session. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
resumed the consideration of legislative 
business. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO
PRIATION AUTHORIZATION ACT, 
1974 
The Senate continued with the consid

eration of the bill (H.R. 9286) to au
thorize appropriations during the fiscal 
year 1974 for procurement of aircraft, 
missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat 
vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, 
and research, development, test, and 
evaluation, for the Armed Forces, and to 
prescribe the authorized personnel 
strength for each active duty component 
and of the Selected Reserve of each re
serve component of the Armed Forces, 
and the military training student loads, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
CXIX--2020--Part 25 

I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the distin
guished majority whip. 

Mr. President, the Humphrey amend
ment that we are going to vote on Mon
day is of the greatest importance not only 
from the standpoint of the procurement 
bill but also from the standpoint of our 
economy, our inflation problems, and also 
the effect which the vote is going to have, 
which I think a number of Senators and 
the press do not realize, on other pro
grams. 

Mr. President, the Senate has to come 
to grips with the question of how we are 
going to stay within the $268 billion 
budget on overall spending which this 
House passed. The bill before us, unless 
reduced, is going to put us in a very 
painful position. As it stands, it is $500 
million higher than the committee ap
proved. Far from economizing, we have 
splurged and it will make it difficult, 
perhaps impossible, to live within our 
budget ceiling. 

There are now several forces that are 
going to force this Congress to economize 
or forget the budget ceiling. First is the 
galloping increase in spending for in
terest on the public debt. It will be at 
least $4 billion higher this year than 
planned for in the President's budget in 
January, at the time he first submitted 
it. In fact, it could go as high as $7 bil
lion more unless inflation is held in 
check. 

Second is the social security program. 
The Senate has approved an increase in 
social security benefits that will cost 
about $2 billion more. And there is also 
the impact of in:tlation on the cost of 
living factors built into social security 
payments. 

Now, Mr. President, Congress has no 
control over the incr~ for interest on 
the public debt. Neither does it control 
the effect of the in:tlation factor built 
into the social security program. 

But where is the money going to come 
from? 

In the President's budget there are 
$202 billion in uncontrollable outlays 
about which we cannot do anything in 
this session, in the remaining time we 
have before we make a determination of 
the 1974 budget-and only $75 billion in 
controllable outlays. We really have very 
little to say about most spending. 

Of the $75 billion in controllable out
lays, about 70 percent is taken up by the 
military, or $52 billion. Civilian programs 
only account for 30 percent, or $23 billion 
of that total. 

Clearly this $4 to $7 billion increase for 
servicing the national debt plus the an
ticipated $2 billion for social security 
must come out of the controllable $75 
billion. But it cannot all be taken out of 
domestic programs without causing a 
disruption so severe that it would be to
tally unaccepta;ble to the American 
public. 

If Senators disagree, I ask them to con-
sider that 1n voting against the Hum
phrey amendment, which would cut $750 
million in the procurement bill-it pro
vides a ceiling $750 million below the 
ceiling-and for full-speed ahead in mill-

tary spending, they are either voting to 
destroy the ceiling for which we over
whelmingly voted earlier in the session, 
or they are voting for a 25-percent to 
40-percent cut in such programs as child 
nutrition, forest protection, health serv
ices, grants to elementary and secondary 
education, manpower programs, and air
port safety. These are the programs, 
some of them already sharply reduced, 
which must be gutted if the military 
spending program is not reduced. 

Senators may not like it, but a vote 
against the Humphrey amendment is a 
vote that is virtually certain to destroy 
some of the same programs which many 
of the same Senators have fought hard 
to provide, and that go right to the heart 
of building a strong as well as a com
passionate country. 

Mr. President, some of this increase 
must come out of the military budget. 

It is time that we stop putting money 
into the military budget, as has hap
pened here in recent days, and vote to 
hold in:tlation in check. 

If we believe in that spending ceiling, 
as requested by the President, and as 
passed overwhelmingly by the Senate, 
then both military and civilian programs 
will have to be pruned. 

A vote to reduce the military budget 
will be a vote to hold down in:tlation, 
food prices, and rents. It will make a 
stronger country. 

I think all of us must realize what the 
polls are telling us day after day. It is 
not Watergate that is the number one 
issue; it is inflation. Some 80 percent of 
the people say in:tlation is their number 
one concern. That is why we have to 
make cuts everywhere. We have to make 
cuts in the domestic programs and in 
the military budget, but, whether we like 
it or not, the last chance we will have to 
vote on the military budget will be when 
we vote on the Humphrey amendment. 

As one who has voted consistently to 
hold down spending in domestic pro
grams, but who recognizes that we should 
not completely gut them, I ask Senators, 
where do we get the money if we do not 
make cuts of the kind embodied in the 
Humphrey amendment? 

I thank the distinguished majority 
whip, and I yield back the remainder of 
my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, does the Senator want additional 
time? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. No; I have completed 
my statement. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Florida (Mr. CHILES). 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I want to 
speak against the Humphrey amend
ment, and actually against the Byrd 
amendment to the Humphrey amend
ment, that will be coming up on Mon
day. too. Both of these propositions deal 
with the principle that we are going to 
make an across-tne-board cut, a per
centage cut. I feel like this is some
thing any legislature ought to resist, be
cause what it does when we make any 
percentage or across-the-board cut is 
surrender our legislative authority. 
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I have voted against many items in the 
defense budgets, many that would have 
made cuts more than what we are talk
ing about, $500 or $750 million in 
spending. But I think if we are going 
to be a legislature and if we are going to 
follow our constitutional requirements 
and duties, then we should be the 
budget-setting authority and we should 
determine which items are going to pass 
and which items are going to fail. 

I think it is bad when we have to take 
a process whereby we are just going to 
cut something across the board and sur
render our legislative authority to the 
executive branch. 

What is the reward to be reaped when 
we do that? The reward is that we give 
up completely any choice we might have, 
what kind of weapons system or what 
kind of appropriation there should be, 
and surrender it completely to the De
partment of Defense and surrender it 
completely to the executive branch. If 
they want to. they can shrink any pro
grams, because either they have given 
us proper figures to carry out a mission 
or they have not. We ought to determine 
what mission is necessary and what is 
not necessary. 

I hate to see us in this body say we 
cannot determine what should be the 
roles and we cannot determine what we 
should fund and what we should not 
fund, and say, "We are going to sur
render that authority. We are going to 
cut across the board. We are going to 
close our eyes. Do not ask us to pick. Do 
not ask us what it is. Do not make any 
requirement. We are going to close our 
eyes and let you determine it." 

If we are going to do that, why do we 
n?t ~o it in this appropriation? How long 
Will 1t be before one day we just come 
to say what the bottom line is going to 
be? 

If we have a budget ceiling and let us 
say it is to spend $268 billion: should we 
say to the executive branch, "You figure 
out where it should be spent and we 
will not determine how much ~1 go to 
operate the Defense Department or how 
much we want to see go for education or 
how much we want to see go for health. 
We will just surrender that to you." 

That is one step we will take when we 
start making across-the-board cuts for 
defense. 

I, for one, do not want to see us say, "I 
cannot look at the budget and vote for 
what I think are the priorities." The day 
we do that, that is the day we do not 
need Congress any more. That is the day 
we have surrendered our authority to 
the Executive. That is the day we have 
surrendered to what the Executive has 
been saying for years now: that the legis
lative does not have sense to determine 
where the money should be spent that we 
have to have. And we are telling them 
even what taxes should be raised. They 
do not have the staff. They do not have 
the capabilities. And they do not have 
the intelligence to determine what pro
grams and priorities the country should 
have. 

Mr. President, we see that when the 
Executive impounds the money we have 
appropriated. I think we will have proved 

that the Executive perhaps has the right 
to impound it and the duty to impound 
those funds when we surrender and give 
them the responsibility of determining 
where it should be appropriated by say
ing that there will be an across-the-board 
cut. 

Mr. President, what happens if we 
overappropriate? This is an authoriza
tion bill and not an appropriations bill. 
We are dealing with an authorization and 
not the appropriation of money. How
ev~r, if we overappropriate, then I 
think that we have to sit down and de
termine if we have violated the ceiling 
that we set for ourselves. 

Mr. President, I hope again that we do 
not say that we will cut 2 percent or 
that we will cut 4 percent across the 
board on everything. I do not want to 
see some Member of the Senate offer an 
across-the-board amendment on domes
tic programs. I do not think that should 
be done on these programs. 

I think that if we are going to follow 
th~ role the Constitution gives us, we are 
gomg to determine where the money will 
be spent. If we do not have the gump
tion to do that, we do not have the right 
to be here. And the people ought to get 
anew bunch. 

I think they will do just that if they 
see that all we are interested in is the 
bottom line figure. I think that if we do 
not have the gumption to say where 
the money will be spent, the people will 
see to it that they get another bunch 
up here. 

Mr. President, I hope that we reject 
both amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President I 
yield myself such time as I may require. 

Mr. President, the Humphrey amend
ment would reduce the authorization al
lowed under this bill by $750 million, and 
the Byrd amendment would reduce it by 
$500 million. 

The bill reported out by the Senate 
A:r~ed Services Committee totaled $20.4 
billiOn, a net reduction of $1.5 billion. 
Added to the $1.5 billion cut by the com
mittee we must recognize that the man
power reduction of 156,000 imposed by 
the committee will eventually result in 
an additional $1.5 billion annual savings. 
Therefore, we have an eventual reduc
tion of $3 billion in this bill already a 
total of about 15 percent from the ~e
quest of nearly $22 billion-$21.9-by the 
administration. 

Now, Mr. President, a ceiling cut is 
an easy thing to vote for because one does 
not have to address directly the conse
quences of that vote. 

Our Senate Armed Services Commit
tee and the Senate have worked hard to 
get this bill to the point it is today, a total 
of about $20.9 billion in authorizations. 
Every dollar in this bill is designated for 
some program. 

Now the authors of these amendments 
are asking us to throw out $750 million 
and $500 million of these dollars, but 
they will not tell us from which pro
grams they should be withdrawn. 

Should we take them out of the F-14 
program which the Senate approved by 

a vote of 66 to 26? If we do so, there will 
be a lot of unemployed people in New 
York and California as well as other 
States. 

Sqould we take them out of the SAM-D 
program which the Senate approved 56 
to 34 after nearly 5 hours of debate last 
night? I doubt the SenaJtors from Mas
sachusetts and New Hampshire would 
approve that decision. Massachusetts 
already is f&.ced with thousands of un
employed because of the closing of ship
yards in that State. 

What about Trident? Are we to ' re
ve!s~ the Trident vote by slashing $750 
rrull10n or $500 million from this bill 
and cutting the Trident program back 
to the point favored by some but disap
proved by the Senate as a whole? 

What about the A-10, the Air Force 
close-air-support plane. We can account 
for 20 percent of this proposed cut, just 
20 percent, by eliminating the A-10 pro
gram altogether. However, I doubt the 
Senators who voted to continue that pro
gram on the :floor would think much of 
this idea. 

Mr. President, this is an irresponsible 
approach to defense spending. Our com
mittee has worked hard for 6 months; 
we have heard tens of thousands of 
~ords of testimony; we have published 
eight volumes of hearings like the one I 
hold in my hand; we have consumed 
hundreds of hours of time in trying to 
make wise decisions on this bill. Now it is 
proposed to wipe out these decisions at 
one stroke, in the 15 minutes it will take 
to call the roll. It just does not make 
sense. 

Why do not the proponents of this 
amendment make specific proposals as 
to where they want to save $500 million? 

Do they want it to come from the new 
tank program, from the new assault 
helicopter program? Where is it to come 
from? We would consider those pro-· 
posals on their merits. No, they know 
they would be beat if they had to say 
where these cuts would come. Rather 
they would cloud issues with an across
the-board cut with which they think 
the Senators would be comfortable be
cause in this manner they can avoid the 
realities of their actions. 

Senator STENNIS, our distinguished 
chairman, has always opposed these 
across-the-board slashes. He has argued 
many times here on the :floor against 
them. He knows they make a mockery 
of the committee work. Earlier this week 
the distinguished chairman of the Ap~ 
propriations Committee <Mr. McCLEL
LAN) argued eloquently along the same 
lines. They know about the labors of their 
committees. They sit there hour by hour, 
day by day, week by week, month by 
month, working to make sure every dol
lar goes to the right program. 

If we were to follow the procedure 
advocated here, an of that would go out 
of the window. All of this study and 
work and the details and one program 
after the other will be thrown out of 
the window. 

Then we come to the :floor and debate 
this bill for over a week, long hours each 
da~, deciding on this issue and that issue. 
This amendment wipes out all that work. 
It cancels all these decisions. It does 
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not answer the questions the Senate 
should answer. 

I wonder how the Senator decided on 
this particular level of spending. Does 
he propose to take this reduction out of 
procurement? Will it come out of re
search and development? We have are
sponsibility to say how this money 
should be spent. Let us be specific. What 
are we doing here in the Senate? Why 
do we not all go home and just send a 
note to the Secretary of Defense every 
year and say, "You have a ceiling of x 
number of dollars and spend it how you 
like." As the distinguished Senator from 
Florida asked, What kind of government 
is that? What responsibility is there on 
the part of the Senate in acting in such 
a manner? 

Would the author of the amendment, 
for whom I have affection and respect, 
kindly tell me how he arrived at this 
particular level of reduction? What is 
magic about $500 million? Why not $1 
billion, or one-quarter billion? Where 
do you propose these reductions be 
made? Who came forward with the idea 
that this is the level to which every
thing should be reduced? Can anyone 
really justify this particular reduction 
which would affect so greatly our na
tional security? 

Is it proposed to undo the $495 million 
for the F-14? Is it proposed to cut the 
aircraft carrier we just approved by a 
rollcall vote? This amendment is not 
specific, and does not tell us just where 
these cuts can be made. 

Also, Mr. President, why do the Sen
ators feel that we should go indirectly 
and have a ceiling limitation and take 
action that we have failed to take directly 
by rollcall votes? Why is this particular 
approach chosen? What is the logic of 
this amendment? 

Mr. President, 1f this ceiling amend
ment passes, I question very seriously 
1f we can have .a. viable conference and 
truly work the will of the House and 
Senate on this bill. There would be no 
real di1Ierence moneywise, between the 
House and Senate bills. If this amend
ment passes it will be difficult to write 
a conference bill which speaks to the 
will of the two great bodies of the 
Congress. 

We may have to make decisions in 
conference which would decide major 
issues not considered by the Senate or 
House bodies because of this across-the
board approach to defense spending. 
I hope the Senate will not force that 
upon us. 

I hope the Senate will give more serious 
consideration to this matter and will not 
take a meat-ax approach that would 
destroy the work of the committees. 

I do not see how the chairmen in this 
body could afford such a procedure. I do 
not know how the chairmen-and they 
are all Democratic chairmen, on the 
other side of the aisle, of course-or even 
a single one of the chairmen could sup
port this approach. 

I do not see how a member of the com
mittee, 1f he really is interested in the 
work of his committee and respects the 
procedure of committees, could support 
this amendment. Why, Senators go there 

and hold hearings day after day, wheth
er it is on health, whether it is on de
fense, or whether it is on some other 
subject, and spend so much time; 1f the 
Senate is going to undo all of that with 
one rollcall, how frustrating it can be, 
how inappropriate it can be, and how 
unwise it can be. 

Mr. President, I sincerely hope that 
the Senate will not accept this amend
ment. I not only think it is dangerous 
for this bill and dangerous to national 
defense, but I think it is a dangerous 
precedent to set here. I think we may, 
if we adopt this amendment, set a prece
dent that will haunt the Senate for years 
to come, because if we ever do it in one 
instance, it will be much easier to do it 
again. 

Again I say, I hope the Senate will 
reject this unwise and impractical 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

AMENDMENT NOo 558 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I call up my amendment at the desk and 
ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from West Virginia (Mr. RoB
ERT c. BYRD) proposes an amendment (No. 
558) to the amendment (No. 557) of the Sen
ator from Minnesota (Mr. HuMPHREY), as 
follows: 

On page 1, line 3, strike "$20,197,700,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$20,447,700,000". 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
the amendment speaks for itself. It pro
vides for a $500 million reduction in 
the overall authorization, whereas the 
amendment by Mr. HUMPHREY would 
provide for a $750 million reduction. 

Since the bill came to the Senate, we 
have added something like $499,700,000 
to the bill. My amendment would reduce 
the overall amount by almost the same 
amount that the Senate has increased 
the authorization since the bill first was 
called up and subjected to debate and 
amendment, so that the $1.5 billion re
duction which the Armed Services Com
mittee made in the bill then would be 
restored. 

My reduction would not go to any line 
item; it would merely be an overall re
duction of $500 million. 

I think my amendment a fair com
promise of contlicting viewpoints. Sena
tor !-~UMPHREY is asking for a reduction 
of $750 million. There are those on one 
side, philosophically, who would like to 
see a larger reduction in the authoriza
tion. There are others who want to see no 
reduction at all in the authorization. 

So, as we come to the close of action 
on the bill the time has come for the 
Senate to conclude, on Monday, whether 
there is to be an overall reduction. Some 
Senators would like to see a deeper re
duction, as I say, and others no reduc
tion at all. My amendment would simply 
reduce the overall reduction by an 
amount almost equal to the amounts 
added to the bill during the course of the 
debate here on the floor. Thus the com-

the same overall authorization, dollar
wise, as was reported to the floor-which 
mittee would go to conference with about 
represented a $1.5 billion reduction at 
that time. 

Mr. President, that is all I have to say 
on my amendment today. 

SALE OF AMERICAN WHEAT TO 
THE SOVIET UNION 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, a 
few days ago the junior Senator from 
Kentucky, responding to news reports in 
a Rome newspaper and numerous rumors 
within this country, requested that the 
Secretary of Agriculture investigate the 
possibility that the Soviet Union was 
selling quantities of wheat to other 
countries. 

Such sales of wheat by the Soviet 
Union could only be possible because of 
last year's large purchases of American 
grain by the Russians, under favorable 
credit terms and subsidies financed by 
the American taxpayer. 

We raised questions about the original 
sale and the current Soviet grain situa
tion and sought answers because we be
lieve that if a foreign country is able to 
reap profits and diplomatic benefits at 
the expense of the U.S. taxpayer as a re
sult of administration policies, steps 
should be taken to prevent a recurrence. 

The response to the Senator from Ken
tucky's inquiry was indeed surprising. In
stead of addressing themselves to the is
sues involved, both the Secretary of Ag
riculture and an Assistant Secretary re
torted with a castigation of the Senator 
from Kentucky for raising questions. 

The Secretary was quoted in the press 
as saying it was an "irresponsible ques
tion raised by a headline-starved Senator 
pushed off the front pages by Water
gate." His assistant leveled similar 
charges, just as intemperate and just as 
inaccurate. 

Mr. President, the Associated Press has 
reported that the Soviet Union has just 
completed a loan of 2 million tons of 
wheat to India. The news release quoted 
Soviet Communist leader Leonid I. Brez
hnev as saying the sale was made be
cause of Moscow's "aspirations to develop 
friendly Soviet-India relations." 

Mrs. Gandhi was quoted as accept
ing and conveying India's warm appreci
ation for this friendly gesture. 

A few weeks ago it was announced that 
the Soviets had provided a substantial 
quantity of wheat to Bangladesh to assist 
that nation in meeting its critical 
shortage. 

Also, Pakistan has indicated that it is 
in dire need of additional grain, and has 
suggested that if the Un!ted States could 
not 3UPP1Y that need it would have to 
turn to the Soviet Union for assistance. 

Mr. President, the point is that 
whether these transfers of wheat from 
the Soviet Union to other countries are 
gifts, loans, or sales, they were, at least 
in part, made possible by Russia's un
precedented purchase of American 
wheat. And the benefit to the Soviet 
Union and detriment to the United 
States is tremendous. 

Aside from any financial gains the 
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Russians may be making, they are with
out doubt assuming the role of Good 
Samaritan of the world, a role tradi
tionally held by the United States. Coun
tries are now turning to Russia for help, 
and the Soviets are able to enhance 
their relationship with those countries 
by making grains available to them while 
our bins are empty, in large part by the 
infamous deal. 

Mr. President, as to the question of the 
responsibility of a Senator in raising the 
question of Russia's improving its posi
tion with America's wheat, the American 
housewife who is paying record prices to 
feed her family knows who was irrespon
sible. 

And the American farmer who was 
kept in the dark about the Russian pur
chase and sold his wheat too low knows 
who was irresponsible. 

And the developing nations which 
traditionally turn to the United States 
for help, but now find themselves seek
ing help from the Soviet Union, ~ow 
who is irresponsible. 

Mr. President, I again call for an 
examination of the disposition of the 
American wheat purchased by the Rus
sians and of the benefits that may be 
accruing to the U.S.S.R. because of it, 
and, if it is found that the transactions 
have not been in the best interests of the 
United States, then ad3Q.uate steps should 
be taken to prevent a similar trade 
arrangement in the future. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNTicrON OF 
SENATORS KENNEDY, JAVITS, 
CHURCH, MONDALE, MUSKIE, AND 
HART ON TUESDAY NEXT 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that on Tues
day next, after the two leaders or their 
designees have been recognized under 
the standing order, the following Sen
ators be recognized, each for not to ex
ceed 15 minutes and in the order stated: 
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. JAVITS, Mr. CHURCH, 
Mr. MONDALE, Mr. MUSKIE, and Mr. HART. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER VACATING ORDER FOR 
SATURDAY SESSION 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
providing for the convening of the Sen
ate tomorrow be vacated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 
11 A.M. ON MONDAY 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
providing for the Senate to convene at io a.m. on Monday be vacated, and that 
when the Senate completes its business 
today it stand in adjournment until 11 
o'clock a.m. on Monday next. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNTicrON OF SEN
ATORS HATFIELD, McGOVERN, 
ROBERT C. BYRD, AND PROXMIRE 
ON MONDAY 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that on Mon
day next, after the two leaders or their 
designees have been recognized under the 
standing order, the following Senators be 
recognized, each for not to exceed 15 
minutes and in the order stated: Mr. 
HATFIELD, Mr. McGoVERN, Mr. ROBERT C. 
BYRD, and Mr. PROXMIRE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNTicrON OF SEN
ATOR MANSFIELD ON MONDAY 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that 
following the recognition of Mr. Mc
Govern on Monday, the distinguished 
majority leade!!, the Senator from Mon
tana <Mr. MANSFIELD), be recognized for 
not to exceed 15 minutes, prior to the 
recognition of the junior Senator from 
West Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
THE FOREIGN ASSISTANCE BILL 
FOLLOWING THE TRANSACTION 
OF ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
ON MONDAY 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that 
after the recognition of Senators und~r 
special orders on Monday, there be a 
period for the transaction of routine 
morning business of not to exceed 15 
minutes, with statements therein lim
ited to 3 minutes, at the conclusion of 
which the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of the foreign assistance bill, 
s. 2335. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

QUORUM CALL 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PROGRAM 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

the Senate will convene at 11 a.m.. on 
Monday next, after which the following 
Senators will be recognized, each for not 
to exceed 15 minutes and in the order 
stated: Senators HATFIELD, MCGOVERN, 
MANSFIELD, RoBERT C. BYRD, and PRox
MIRE. 

Then, there will be a period for the 
transaction of routine morning business 
for not to exceed 15 minutes, with state
ments therein limited to 3 minutes; at 
the conclusion of which the Senate will 
proceed to the consideration of S. 2335, 
the foreign assistance bill, under a time 
limitation of 3 hours with 1 hour on any 
amendment in the first degree. 

At 2:30 p.m., a rollcall vote will oc
cur on the six treaties to which the dis
tinguished majority leader alluded ear
lier, and that one rollcall vote will count 
as six rollcall votes, thus saving 75 min
utes of the Senate's time. 

The Senate will then resume consider
ation of S. 2335, the foreign assistance 
bill. Amendments will be in order. Yea
and-nay votes could occur thereon. 

At 3:30 p.m., the foreign assistance bill 
will be laid aside under the previous 
agreement and the Senate will resume 
consideration of the military procure
ment bill, on which one-half hour to be 
divided equally will run concurrently on 
the Humphrey amendment and the Byrd 
perfecting amendment thereto, the roll
call vote to occur at 4 p.m. on the Byrd 
of West Virginia perfecting amendment, 
making an overall cut of $500 million in 
the military procurement authorization 
bill. 

Immediately after disposition of the 
Byrd of West Virginia amendment to the 
amendment, at 4:15 p.m., there wlll be a 
rollcall vote on the amendment by the 
Senator from Minnesota <Mr. HUM
PHREY) making an overall cut of $750 
million, or, in the alternative, as amended 
by the Byrd of West Virginia amend
ment, making an overall cut of $500 mil
lion. 

At 4:30 p.m. a vote will occur on final 
passage of the military procurement bill, 
and that will be a yea-and-nay vote. 

Following that, the Senate will resume 
the consideration of S. 2335, the foreign 
assistance bill, with yea-and-nay votes 
occurring on amendments thereto, and 
possibly on final passage of the blll that 
evening. 

The foregoing enumeration of events 
does not preclude the calling up of con
ference reports or other business which 
has been cleared for action. 

In summation, on Monday there wtll 
be at least nine rollcall votes the first of 
which w1ll occur at 2: 30 p.m. 

QUORUM CALL 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HUDDLESTON). Without objection, it fs 
so ordered. 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, OCTO
BER 1. 1973 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
if there be no further business to come 
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before the Senate, I move, in accordance 

with the previous order, that the Sen- 

ate stand in adjournment until 11 a.m. 

on Monday next. 

The motion was agreed to; and, at 6:13 

p.m., the Senate adjourned until Mon- 

day, October 1, 1973, at 11 a.m.


NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by the 

Senate September 28, 1973:


IN THE AIR FORCE


T he following officer to be placed on the 

retired list in the grade indicated under the 

provisions of section 89 62 , title 10 , of the 

United S tates Code:


To be lieutenant general


Lt. Gen. Alvan C. Gillem, II,            FR 

(major general, R egular A ir Force), U.S . A ir 

Force.


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE


H erman R . S taudt, of F lorida, to be Under


S ecretary of the A rmy, vice Kenneth E . Be- 

Lieu, resigned. 

F rank A . S hrontz, of Washing ton, to be 

an A ssistant S ecretary of the A ir Force, vice 

Philip N . Whittaker, resigned. 

IN THE COAST GUARD 

T he following-named officers of the U.S . 

C oast G uard for promotion to the grade of 

captain: 

P eter A . Morrill 

A rthur W. Gove 

C larence R . G illett 

William E . Smith 

G erald 0 . L esperance Rudolph V. C assani 

Rudolph E . A nderson Thomas H . Rutledge 

William L. King 

Ernest L . Murdock 

Donald D . G arnett 

Paul E . Schroeder 

V. Wendell D riggers James C . Morrow


R ichard P . C ueroni R ichard G . Kerr


William J. Russell 

James F . Culbertson


Edmund L. Cope 

John M. Wilkinson 

Walter E . P aulsen 

William J. Tillo 

T heodore J. Wojnar G erald J. Budridge 

Donald W. Smith 

Charles L . C lark 

George K. G reiner, Jr. A lfred F. Bridgman, Jr. 

James H . Conrad 

George T. Seaman 

Edward Nelson, Jr. 

John R . Kirkland


William B. Clark 

Carlton W. Swickley 

Nathaniel C. Spadafora Clyde E. Robbins 

Jack A . Howell 

James L. Fear 

William E. Heath 

A lban Landry 

A rthur Solvang 

Daniel B. Carter, Jr.


CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate September 28, 1973:


NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE ARTS 

N ancy H anks, of N ew York, to be C hair- 

man of the N ational Endowment for the A rts


for a term of 4 years.


(The above nomination was approved sub- 

ject to the nominee's commitment to respond 

to requests to appear and testify before any 

duly constituted committee of the S enate.) 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

The following officer to be placed on the re- 

tired list in the g rade ind ica ted under the 

provisions of section 89 62 , title 10 , of the 

United S tates Code: 

To be lieutenant general


L t. G en. G len W. Martin,            FR 


(major general, R egular A ir Force), U.S . A ir 

Force.


The following officer to be placed in the re-

tired list in the g rade ind ica ted under the 

provisions of section 89 62 , title 10 , of the 

United S tates Code: 

To be lieutenant general 

L t. G en. R obert N . Smith, 0          frit 

(major general, R egular A ir Force) , U.S . A ir 

Force. 

The following officer under the provisions 

of title 10 , United S tates C ode, section 8066, 

to be assigned to a position of importance 

and responsibility designated by the P resi- 

dent under subsection (a) of section 8066, in


grade as follows:


To be lieutenant general 

Maj. G en. Joseph R . D eLuca,             

FR  (major general, R egular A ir F orce), U.S . 

Air Force.


T he following officer under the provisions 

of title 10 , United S tates C ode, section 8066, 

to be assigned to a position of importance 

and responsibility designated by the P resi-

dent under subsection (a) of section 80 66,


in grade as follows: 

To be lieutenant general


Maj. G en. L ew A llen, Jr.,            FR 


(major general, R egular A ir Force), U.S . A ir


Force.


T he following officer under the provisions


of title 10 , United S tates C ode, section 8066,


to be assigned to a position of importance and


responsibility designated by the P resider t 

under subsec tion (a) o f sec tion 8 0 66 , in 

grade as follows: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. G en. Sanford K. Moats,             

FR (major general, R egular A ir Force) , U.S . 

Air Force. 

The following officer under the provisions


of title 10 , United S tates C ode, section 8066,


to be assigned to a position of importance


and responsibility designated by the P resi- 

dent under subsection (a) of section 80 66, 

in grade as follows: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. G en. Warren D . Johnson,         

    FR  (major general, R egular A ir F orce),


U.S. A ir Force. 

The following officer under the provisions


of title 10 , United S tates C ode, section 8066,


to be assigned to a position of importance 

and responsibility designated by the P resi- 

dent under subsection (a) of section 80 66, 

in grade as follows: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. John B. Hudson,            FR 


(major general, R egular A ir Force) , U.S . A ir


Force.


T he following officer under the provisions 

of title 10 , United S tates C ode, section 8066,


to be assigned to a position of importance


and responsibility designated by the P resi- 

dent under subsection (a) of section 8066, in 

grade as follows: 

To be lieutenant general


Maj. G en. G eorge H . McKee,             

FR  (major general, R egular A ir Force), U.S . 

A ir Force. 

The following officer to be placed on the re- 

tired list in the g rade ind ica ted under the


provisions of section 89 62 , title 10 , of the


United S tates Code: 

To be lieutenant general


L t. G en. Austin J. Russell,            FR 


(major general, R egular A ir Force) , U.S . A ir


Force. 

The following officer to be placed on the re- 

tired list in the g rade ind ica ted under the 

provisions of section 89 62 , title 10 , of the 

United S tates Code:


To be lieutenant general 

L t. G en. Jammie M. Philpott,             

FR (major general, R egular A ir Force) , U.S . 

A ir Force. 

T he following officer to be placed on the 

retired list in the grade indicated under the 

provisions of section 89 62 , title 10 , of the 

United S tates C ode: 

To be general


Gen. Seth J. McKee,            FR (major


general, Regular A ir Force) U.S . A ir Force.


T he following officer to be placed on the


retired list in the grade indicated under the


provisions of section 89 62 , title 10 , of the


United S tates C ode:


To be general


Gen. William W. Momyer,            FR 


(major general, R egular A ir Force) , U.S . A ir


Force.


The following officer, under the provisions


of title 10 , United S tates C ode, section 8066,


to be assigned to a position of importance


and responsibility designated by the P resi-

dent under subsection (a) of section 80 66,


in grade as follows:


To be general


L t. G en. R obert J. D ixon,            FR 


(major general, R egular A ir Force), U.S . A ir


Force.


T he following officer under the provisions


of title 10 , United S tates C ode, section 8066,


to be assigned to a position of importance


and responsibility designated by the P resi-

dent under subsection (a) of section 8066, in


grade as follows:


To be lieutenant general


Maj. Gen. John R . Murphy,            FR


(major general, R egular A ir Force) , U.S . A ir


Force.


T he following officer under the provisions


of title 10 , United S tates C ode, section 8066,


to be assigned to a position of importance


and responsibility designated by the P resi-

dent under subsection (a) of section 80 66,


in grade as follows:


To be general


L t. G en. R ichard H . E llis,            FR 


(major general, R egular A ir Force) , U.S . A ir


Force.


T he following officer to be placed on the


re tired  list in  th e g rad e in d ic a ted  und e r


the provisions of section 8962 , title 10 of the


United S tates Code:


To be general


G en. H orace M . Wade,            F R 


(major general, R egular A ir Force), U.S . A ir


Force.


T he following officer under the provisions


of title 10 , United S tates C ode, section 8066,


to be assigned to a position of importance


and responsibility designated by the P resi-

dent under subsection (a) of section 80 66,


in grade as follows:


To be lieutenant general


Maj. G en. John W. R oberts,             

FR (major general, R egular A ir Force) , U.S .


A ir Force.


T he following officer under the provisions


of title 10 , United S tates C ode, section 8066,


to be assigned to a position of importance


and responsibility designated by the P resi-

dent under subsection (a) of section 80 66,


in grade as follows:


To be general


L t. G en. T imothy F . O 'Keefe,             

FR (major general, R egular A ir Force) , U.S .


A ir Force.


IN THE ARMY


T he following-named officer to be placed


on the retired list in grade indicated under


the provisions of title 10 , United S tates Code,


section 3962 :


To be lieutenant general


L t. G en. C arroll H . D unn,            ,


A rmy of the United S tates (major general,


U.S. Army) .


T he following-named officer for appoint-

m en t in the R egular A rm y of the United 


S ta tes, to th e g rad e ind ica ted , unde r th e 


provisions of title 10 , United S tates C ode,


sections 3036,3284, and 3307:
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To be major general, Medical Corps 

M aj. Gen. R ichard R ay T aylor,        

    , A rmy of the United S tates (brigadier 

general, Medical Corps, U.S. Army) . 

IN THE NAVY


Rear Adm. Joseph P. M oorer, U.S . N avy, 

having been designated for commands and 

other duties determined by the President 

to be within the contemplation of title 10 , 

United States Code, section 5231, for appoint- 

ment to the grade of vice admiral while so


serving and for appointment as senior Navy


member of the M ilitary S taff Committee of 

the United N ations pursuant to title 

10,


United States Code, section 711.


V ice Adm. H arry L. H arty, Jr., U.S. Navy,


for appointment to the grade of vice admiral, 

when retired, pursuant to the provisions of 

title 10, United States Code, section 5233 . 

IN THE Ara FORCE 

A ir Force nominations beginning Robert 

K . Ace, to be colonel, and ending William B. 

Price, Jr., to be colonel, which nominations 

were received by the Senate and appeared 

in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on Septem- 

ber 5, 1973. 

A ir Force nominations beginning Thomas


J. Abelin, to be lieutenant colonel, and end-

ing Wayne F . K endall, Jr., to be first lieu- 

tenant, which nominations were received by 

the Senate and appeared in the CONGRES-

SIONAL RECORD on September 5, 1973.


The following-named officer for promotion


in the A ir Force R eserve, under the appro-

priate provisions of chapter 83 7, title 10 ,


United States Code, as amended, and Public


Law 92-129.


LINE OF THE AIR FORCE


Major to lieutenant colonel


Hess, Jay C.,            . 

A ir force nominations beginning H oward 

S . R egent, to be captain, and ending R ay- 

mond C. Zindell, Jr., to be first lieutenant, 

which nominations were received by the Sen- 

ate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL REC-

ORD on September 5, 1973.

A ir Force nominations beginning Charles


D. A blard, to be colonel, and ending O rlan.


V . W. Masters, to be colonel, which nomina-

tions were received by the S enate and ap-

peared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on Sep-

tember 12, 1973.


IN THE ARMY


A rmy nominations beginning Thomas J.


K inane, to be captain, and ending Joachim


H agopian, to be second lieutenant, which


nominations were received by the Senate and


appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD On


September 5, 1973.


IN THE MARINE CORPS


M arine Corps nominations beginning Carl


L. Burney, Jr., to be second lieutenant, and


ending Walter W. Weigle, to be second lieu-

tenant, which nominations were received by


the Senate and appeared in the CONGRES-

SIONAL RECORD on September 5, 1973.


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS


SENATOR WILLIAM L. SCOTT AD- 

DRESSES V IRGINIA MOTOR VEH I- 

CLE CONFERENCE 

HON. JESSE A. HELMS 

OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES


Friday, September 28, 1973 

M r. H ELM S. M r. President, on Sep- 

tember 25, our distinguished colleague, 

the junior Senator from V irginia (M r. 

WILLIAM L. SCOTT) delivered an excellent 

address in Richmond before the V irginia 

Motor Vehicles Conference. 

I found BILL SCOTT'S remarks exceed-

ingly perceptive on a number of issues, 

and I commend his speech to the atten- 

tion of my colleagues. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 

of his fine address be printed in the 

Extensions of Remarks. 

There being no objection, the text of 

Senator WILLIAM L. SCOTT'S speech 

was


ordered to be printed in the Extensions 

of Remarks, as follows: 

ADDRESS BY SENATOR WILLIAM L. SCOTT 

It is good to be with you this evening as 

you observe "National H ighway Week." The 

President recognizes the vital part highways 

play in America's overall transportation sys- 

tem in his "H ighway Week Proclamation." 

I notice the paragraph commencing with 

the words, "We must work." Now, of course, 

he continues, we must work "to enhance 

the efficiency of all transportation" but in 

looking over the list of organizations com- 

prising your membership, it is evident that 

you have an organization of constructive 

workers. When it appears today that the 

work ethic is being weakened by the welfare 

concept and by lack of initiative, I am very 

glad to be with a group who make construc- 

tive contributions to our society. 

A s you attempt, through your various 

businesses, professions, and trade organi- 

zations to increase the quality of your prod- 

ucts and services or to enhance the prestige 

of your associations, I 'm sure you are also 

building a better society. The free enterprise 

system that is the backbone of our American 

standard of living is constantly under at- 

tack and will continue to be from collectivist  

groups and shallow thinking individuals, so 

I would urge that you waste no opportunity


to speak up for our free enterprise system


that helps make A merica the envy of the 

world. 

It is an understatment to say that we have 

unsettled political conditions in Washington. 

Some seem dedicated to a policy of harassing 

and criticizing every constructive effort. Y ou 

will recall in his speech to the N ation some 

weeks ago, the President remarked, "If it 

weren't Watergate, anything else, in order to 

keep the President from doing his job." We 

might ask, Who's leading this effort? To a 

large ex tent it is the people, the organiza- 

tions, and liberal media whose views were 

decisively defeated at the polls last fall. The 

American people overwhelmingly chose Presi- 

dent N ixon and V ice President A gnew to 

lead the N ation but their ability to lead is 

threatened by repetition of innuendo, hear- 

say, and half truths. N o charges have yet 

been placed against the V ice President, but, 

this group has judged, tried and convicted 

him and even if he is completely innocent, 

his political future has been severely dam- 

aged. It was quite natural, therefore, for M r. 

Agnew to ask the H ouse of Representatives 

today to undertake a full inquiry into the 

charges apparently made against him in the 

course of an investigation by the United 

States A ttorney for the District of M aryland. 

T he V ice President states he made this re- 

quest for the dual purpose of preserving the 

Constitutional stature of his office and to ac- 

complish his personal vindication. Now, of 

course, it would be improper for me to com- 

ment at this time on the guilt or innocence 

of the V ice President because if the H ouse 

of R epresentatives should find the basis 

for impeachment, I together with the other 

ninety-nine S enators would hear the case 

presented by the H ouse to determine whether 

he should be removed from office. By the 

same token, the fact that the A ttorney Gen- 

eral is permitting the case to go to the grand 

jury in M aryland is no indication that he 

believes M r. Agnew is guilty of any wrong- 

doing. A ttorney General R ichardson is both 

the chief law officer for the federal govern- 

ment and a Republican member of the Presi- 

dent's Cabinet. H e may prefer to have the 

issue of probable cause determined by the 

grand jury in order to remove all doubt of 

a political decision being made. While I have 

not had time for mature reflection on the 

procedures being followed, the action of 

both V ice President A gnew and A ttorney 

General R ichardson appear to be reasonable.


A person holding high office, however, should


not have less opportunity to achieve an im-

partial trial than the average citizen can


achieve by a simple change of venue. We


pride ourselves in having a government un-

der which no man is above the law and no


man is below the law and every man is en-

titled to his day in court and a fair and im-

partial trial by a jury of his peers.


We have many serious matters confronting


the country, the M ilitary Procurement Bill,


now before the Senate; the energy crisis; in-

flation and other economic problems; our re-

lationship with foreign countries; these re-

quire thoughtful and searching considera-

tion by our E x ecutive and Legislative


Branches. O nly a masochist would want to


continue the present widespread self-criti-

cism within our N ation to the detriment of


its institutions, its standards of living and


general well-being. Y ou are the type of peo-

ple, working as you do in a constructive way,


to better our society, who should also speak


out regarding the good in America and call


for a return of trials in our courts, of a pre-

sumption of innocence, of the right to con-

front one's accusers and the end to attacks


on the rights of individuals who happen to


hold high office. This could expand, and 

pos-

sibly 

already has, until all public officials 

are


suspect and subject to the strange new no-

tion of public punishment at the whim 

of


irresponsible individuals and groups. No one


can properly conduct the affairs of govern-

ment under such circumstances.


As you know, the Senate recently confirmed


the President's nominee, Russell E . Train, to


be Administrator of the Environmental Pro-

tection Agency. H e appears to be a well edu-

cated, cultured, and devoted public servant.


While I 

expressed some reservations during


the hearings before our Public Works Com-

mittee and also on the floor of the S enate


regarding the possibility of M r. T rain


putting undue emphasis on cleaning up the


environment to the detriment of our stand-

ard of living, M r. Train assured the Commit-

tee that proper consideration would always


be given to the affect of any regulation by


his agency upon the economy and upon our


standard of living. Y et, The Clean Air Act of


1970 may have gone too far and many 

mem-

bers 

of Congress are taking another look 

at


it. M y staff is getting together a series of


amendments to ex tend the time for max i-

mum reduction of carbon monox ide and


hydrocarbons for automobile emissions from
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